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ABSTRACT 
DETERMINING PRIORITIES FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT: 
A SCHOOL-BASED INQUIRY INTO PRINCIPALS’ 
PERCEPTIONS OF PRIORITIES FOR 
INCREASING SCHOOL 
EFFECTIVENESS 
February 1987 
Claudius Damian Bisenti Mkangaza 
B.A., University of Zambia 
M. Ed. , University of Ibadan, Nigeria 
Ed. D. , University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
Directed by Professor Robert L. Sinclair 
This study investigated public school principals' 
perceptions of priorities for school improvement and the 
procedures they used to decide priorities. The specific 
purposes the study were: 1. To describe the statements of 
priorities for school improvement reported by public 
elementary and secondary school principals; 2. To identify 
how priorities for school improvement in the schools are 
identified; 3. To advance a conceptual scheme for 
identifying priorities for school improvement. 
The data for the study were obtained through interview 
method from ten principals whose schools were involved in 
the University of Massachusetts/Amherst Coalition for School 
Improvement. The contents of the priorities were analyzed 
with reference to six research questions. The analyses 
revealed that: 1. The priorities were expressed in terms 
other than student learning; 2. The priorities were 
generally focused on schoolwide needs as opposed to the 
needs of defined groups of learners; 3. The priorities 
stated in terms of student learning did not sufficiently 
specify the competences of concern; 4. The priorities were 
more concerned about improvements in areas other than the 
conventional curriculum content areas; 5. Nearly half the 
priorities matched the goals for schooling in the United 
States; 6. Patterns of similarities and differences were 
observed among the priorities reported by elementary, mixed, 
and secondary school principals and among priorities 
reported by rural, urban, and suburban school principals. 
Descriptions of procedures used to decide priorities 
showed that priorities in the schools were decided by the 
principals. Teachers were involved as sources of 
information. However, there was no conclusive evidence in 
the descriptions suggesting that priorities were decided 
systematically on the basis of the information provided by 
teachers and/or other sources. A twelve-step conceptual 
scheme for use at the school level to identify priorities is 
proposed. 
Two implications for the preparation of principals were 
identified. These are: 1. To develop or improve their skills 
in building agenda for school improvement; and 2. To develop 
or sharpen their skills in securing and recognizing working 
consensus among the people in the school community. Five 
implications for further research were advanced: 1. The 
replication of this study to test the generali2abi1ity of 
the findings; 2. A methodological study to test the scheme 
in the field and to determine aspects for improvement; 3. A 
study to compare principals* perceptions of priorities with 
those of other people in the school community; 4. A study to 
determine the relationship between criteria for selecting 
principals, programs for the preparation of principals, and 
the responsibilities principals perform in their work; 5. A 
follow-up study to determine the impact of the coalition on 
the principals' ways of deciding and stating priorities. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
The American public is of the opinion that the 
education being provided in public elementary and secondary 
schools leaves much to be desired. This is depicted in 
nearly one decade of Gallop Poll surveys, which beginning in 
1974 revealed a negative trend in public opinion toward 
public education. The proportion of people surveyed who were 
dissatisfied with the performance of public schools 
increased from 11 percent in 1974 to 20 percent in 1983 (The 
Kappan, 1983). 
Dissatisfaction with the performance of public schools 
has been expressed in different sections of American 
society. For example, poor productivity and high training 
costs in business and industry are attributed to poor 
academic skills among employees; parents are apprehensive 
about the future opportunities of their children; taxpayers 
feel that their money is not producing the results they 
would wish to see; some universities and colleges are faced 
with the possibility of being forced out of existence unless 
they lower their entry standards to accommodate some of the 
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low achievers to maintain enrolment in the institutions at 
reasonably economic levels. Finn calls the current 
educational reform "nearly a populist movement" M] because 
it drew its force not from the federal government or from 
the profession, but from self-interested parents and 
employers and elected officials responding to overt and 
implicit signals from the voting, taxpaying public. 
Numerous studies, including the one by the education 
secretary appointed National Commission on Excellence in 
Education (1983) and Goodlad1s A Place Called School, the 
two studies which have aroused considerable excitement in 
the country, were carried out to investigate the state of 
public education. Each one of the studies has come up with 
findings which, in one way or another, conveyed a message to 
the public that American students were learning less than 
they were supposed to in order to meet national expectations 
and for the country to compete effectively with other 
developed nations. 
A variety of indicators of failure in the performance 
of public schools have been cited. Scholastic Aptitude Test 
(SAT) scores have been the most frequently mentioned, 
particularly the decline of average scores in mathematics 
and verbal sections by 6 and 11 percentage points 
respectively between 1964 and 1979 (Harniscfeger and Wiley, 
1975; Chronicle of Higher Education, 1979). Indicators from 
3 
international data include findings that Japanese and 
Taiwanese students performed better than American students 
in elementary mathematics (Stevenson, 1983), elementary 
science Walberg, 1984), high school mathematics ( Walberg, 
1984), and that the proportion of students graduating from 
high school with sound knowledge of mathematics, science and 
technology is smaller in the United States than in Japan, 
German and the Soviet Union. 
On the basis of testimonies made to its board of 
inquiry, the National Coalition of Advocates for Students 
(1985) concluded that the single most important indicator of 
the degree to which public schools were failing children is 
the rising number of school drop-outs. Approximately one in 
every four students who enroll in ninth grade drops out 
before high school graduation. Even more astounding was the 
revelation by A Nation At Risk that as many as 23 million 
American adults and about 13 percent of all 17-year-olds 
were functionally illiterate by the simplest test of 
reading, writing and comprehension. Some researchers have 
put the number of functionally illiterate adult Americans at 
60 million. 
The kind of teaching that takes place in public schools 
has been blamed for prohibiting the development of higher 
thinking skills among students. Research data have revealed 
that the methods generally employed by teachers impede 
4 
students from enlarging their understandings and from 
learning how to learn (Goodlad, 1983). In his hierarchy of 
teaching skills, Adler (1984) calls the teaching methods 
similar to the ones observed in most public schools studied 
"didactic teaching" the purpose of which is to transmit 
information, contrary to "coaching" which is for imparting 
skills and "Socratic questioning" which is for broadening 
understandings. 
The wide variety of indicators of the failures of 
public schools cited and the fact that the issue of public 
schools failing has been one of the most recurring themes in 
the mass media in the past several decades prove that 
Americans are deeply concerned about public education and 
that they will continue to value it. Yet the question of how 
the educational effectiveness of public schools may be 
improved does not appear to have received sustained 
pragmatic attention. 
An approach that perceives the improvement of public 
education as a school-by-school process which relies on the 
extent to which the people associated with each school have 
the data to build a useful agenda for improvement seems to 
hold promise (Goodlad, 1984; Tyler, 1984; Walberg, 1984). 
This school-based approach has been adopted by most school- 
college partnerships including the Coalition for School 
Improvement comprising eleven Western Massachusetts public 
5 
schools and the Center for Curriculum Studies in the School 
of Education, University of Massachusetts at Amherst. 
This approach espouses three key principles. The first 
is that efforts to improve public education be directed at 
each school as a unit to be changed. The second is that a 
single school is a manageable system of interacting parts 
each affecting the others. The third principle is that in 
the school setting, improvement requires change in variables 
which are powerful determinants of student learning. 
The importance of priorities in school improvement 
strategies can, therefore, not be overstated. The presence 
of an overall sense of purpose or mission for the school 
among the staff has been found to be one of the major 
characteristics of effective schools, and the absence of 
plans for coping with what obviously are problems of great 
magnitude is a common finding in less effective schools 
( Goodlad, 1984). 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is threefold. First, 
statements of priorities for school improvement obtained 
from principals of selected public elementary and secondary 
schools are analyzed to determine their characteristics and 
their substance. Second, the ways in which priorities for 
school improvement are decided in the schools are 
identified. Third, a scheme for deciding priorities for 
school improvement is proposed. The specific C&3.eaC2h 
2bie.cti.ves of the study were: 
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1. To describe statements of priorities for school 
improvement obtained from selected public elementary 
and secondary school principals. 
2. To identify how priorities for school improvement in 
the schools are decided. 
3. To advance a scheme for identifying priorities for 
school improvement. 
De.finiti.on of Terms 
The key terms that guided the study are defined for the 
sake of clarity and consistency. 
Educational effectiveness is used to mean the extent to 
which the education provided in the schools is responsive to 
the kinds of knowledge, attitudes, and skills expected of 
the learners by stakeholders. 
Stakeholders refers to the various sections of of the 
society that are involved in or are affected by public 
education. For example, business and industry, taxpayers, 
universities and colleges, superintendents, and federal and 
state governments. 
Learning conditions refers to combinations of 
foster or hamper student 
educational variables which may 
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learning. Whether or not the current conditions foster 
student learning depends on the degree to which the more 
powerful determinants of student learning are present. Some 
examples of variables whose nature, presence or absence 
influence student learning are principal's leadership style, 
teaching methods, students expectations, and what teachers 
expect of the students. 
student learning depends on the degree to which the more 
powerful determinants of student learning are present. Some 
examples of variables whose nature, presence or absence 
influence student learning are principal's leadership style, 
teaching methods, students expectations, and what teachers 
expect of the students. 
School improvement is the process of altering the 
existing or creating new learning conditions in a school to 
increase student achievement. The process involves 
identifying and defining the areas of weakness in student 
achievements and designing plans and strategies to 
facilitate the needed improvements. Nisbet's definition 
quoted by Hopkins describes school improvement more 
succinctly. It states that school improvement is the 
capacity to adopt, adapt, generate or reject 
innovations. . . It implies flexibility of 
approach which has three elements: confront 
i ng problems, responding to problems and eva 
luating the response to problems. [2] 
This may be carried out by the school staff as a self¬ 
renewal activity or it may involve outside change agents. 
8 
School staff refers to teachers, school guidance 
counselor, and other school personnel who occupy 
professional positions in a school. 
Priorities for school improvement represent weaknesses 
in student achievement that have been identified as areas in 
need of improvement. 
Significance of the Study 
This study has both practical and theoretical 
significance for school improvement. It may serve the 
function of a status report to people engaged in or planning 
to undertake school improvement responsibilities. By 
identifying the contents of the statements of priorities for 
school improvement the study may make significant 
contributions towards the development of criteria for 
presenting priorities for school improvement. By identifying 
the substantive nature of the priority statements the study 
may also shed some light on the principals' perceptions of 
school improvement. 
University personnel involved in school improvement 
partnerships may find the outcomes of this study a valuable 
data-base for effective involvement. The findings may 
suggest to them what to expect from principals and how to 
9 
interact with them when mapping out directions for school 
improvement. The study may also have important curriculum 
implications for the preparation of school administrators 
and teachers who will assume major leadership roles in 
school improvement activities. Designers of school 
administrator and teacher training programs may take cues 
from the findings of this study to decide the skills to be 
acquired by people occupying leadership positions in school 
improvement efforts. 
By analyzing the procedures used in the schools to 
decide priorities for school improvement the study will 
identify people involved and the kind of tasks they perform. 
In addition to the possibility of making important 
revelations regarding roles played by or assigned to 
different people, the study has the potential of 
significantly contributing to the understanding of the 
leadership styles of principals in particular and the 
process of change in schools in general. 
Finally it is hoped that the scheme for deciding 
priorities for school improvement proposed in the study will 
result in a significant addition to the stock of systematic 
and objective decision making procedures available to 
principals and the people in their school communities. It is 
also envisaged that the scheme will add clarity to the 
process of planned change in elementary and secondary 
schools. 
10 
Delimitations of the Study 
The data about priorities for school improvement and 
procedures for determining priorities were reported by the 
principals of the schools involved in the Coalition for 
School Improvement. The coalition school principals were 
chosen for this study because some of the criteria that were 
used to select their schools into the coalition were the 
same as those which were set for selecting principals into 
the study. The study had been planned to involve public 
elementary, mixed, and secondary school principals. In 
addition, the schools headed by these principals were to 
reflect a variety of demographic characteristics. These two 
conditions were among those used in selecting coalition 
schools. 
However, the delimiting factors in as far as sampling 
is concerned are two. These are: 1. the concern was not to 
draw a representative sample, but to obtain a more or less 
balanced group of principals in terms of the type and si2e 
of the schools and the communities they served; 2. the data 
were not verified by the teachers or any other group of 
people in the school communities in which the principals 
worked. As a result the data can not be attributed to the 
schools, but to the perceptions of the principals. Because 
of these two factors, the findings of this study are not 
generalizable beyond the principals who provided the data. 
The validity of data obtained by interview method as 
was the case in this study, partly depends on the extent to 
which the interviewees respond honestly and candidly, and on 
the extent to which the responses are accurately recorded by 
the interviewer. Measures were taken to control these 
sources of error by asking the principals to substantiate 
their answers with written documents and by having two 
specially trained persons to conduct the interviews and keep 
independent records of the proceedings. It can not be 
claimed that these measures totally discounted interviewee 
and/or interviewer biases as possible delimitation of the 
study. What for sure these precaution were able to do is 
help reduce the effects of these biases on the validity of 
the data. 
Another possible delimitation of the study arises from 
the timing of the data collection. Although the data of the 
study were for the year before the coalition was 
established, the data collection itself was executed after 
the coalition had been formed. The principals had attended 
two coalition conferences and the members of the coalition 
service team had visited each school at least one time. 
During the conferences and the coalition service teams 
school visits the principals were engaged in discussions 
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about the coalition's conception of school improvement, how 
priorities for school improvement should be decided and how 
they should be stated. Thus, there are possibilities that 
the data were not completely devoid of the influence of 
those interactions. The data that were not supported by 
written documents were more exposed to biases emanating from 
the principals' interaction with the coalition staff and 
invited experts. 
Review of Literature 
The review of literature is presented in four parts. 
The first part establishes the rationale for the school- 
based improvement programs. The second part is concerned 
with the leadership role of the principal in school 
improvement. The third part focuses attention on priorities 
for school improvement. The fourth part identifies what some 
recent national reports of studies on the state of education 
in America consider important areas for school improvement. 
Approach to the Study 
The study was guided by three research objectives. The 
objectives are: 
1.0. To describe statements of priorities for school 
improvement obtained from selected public 
elementary and secondary school principals. 
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There were six specific research questions derived from 
the first major objective. These related subquestions are: 
1.1. To what extent are the principals’ priorities 
for school improvement expressed in terms of 
student learning? 
1. 2. To what extent are the principals' priorities 
for school improvement intended to benefit 
defined groups of learners? 
1. 3. Can priorities stated in terms of student 
learning be identified with the various levels 
of learning of the cognitive, affective, and 
psychomotor domains? 
1. 4. What is the match between the principals’ 
perceptions of priorities for school 
improvement and the conventional curriculum 
content areas? 
1. 5. What is the match between the principals' 
priorities for school improvement and the goals 
for schooling in the United States? 
1. 6. What are the various patterns of similarities 
among the priorities? 
2. 0. To identify how priorities for school improvement 
in the schools are decided. 
There were two specific research questions derived from 
the second major objective. These related subquestions are 
14 
2.1. What are the procedures used to decide 
priorities for school improvement? 
2.2. To what extent are the school staff involved in 
determining priorities for school improvement? 
The research conducted to accomplish the objectives and 
to answer the research questions required the selection of a 
sample, the development of appropriate instruments for 
collecting and/or recording data, and the determination of 
techniques to be used to organize and analyze the data. 
Ten public school principals involved in the Coalition 
for School Improvement formed the sample for the study. 
Statements of priorities and data about the procedures they 
used to decide priorities were obtained from all ten 
principals. 
The two instruments which were used to collect data 
were developed by the researcher. One was a questionnaire 
for collecting information about the principals' procedures 
for deciding priorities. The second instrument was an 
information record sheet which was used to record the 
principals' priorities. The data were collected by the 
interview method. The interview questionnaire was 
administered to each principal by two interviewers. Each 
interviewer kept an independent record of the responses to 
the questionnaire items made by the principals. Responses 
were recorded on the questionnaire in the spaces which were 
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provided for each question. 
The statements of priorities were collected by the author 
in interview sessions with individual principals. In 
addition to the use of these instruments, the author 
requested the principals for written documents which would 
substantiate their responses. These documents included lists 
of priorities, instruments used to gather information for 
deciding priorities, minutes of meetings at which matters 
relating priorities for school improvement were discussed, 
and documents containing regulations followed in deciding 
priorities. 
Content analysis technique was used to prepare the data 
for interpretation. Each priority was carefully examined and 
then placed in an appropriate category. The categories 
formed in response to each research question are displayed 
in frequency distribution tables which are accompanied by 
discussions of what the tables mean. 
The analysis of data on procedures used by principals 
to decide priorities for school improvement is in two 
stages. First, descriptive profiles of how priorities for 
school improvement are decided in each school are presented. 
Second, the principals’ responses to the interview items are 
determined and presented in frequency distribution tables. 
Each table is discussed and the data interpreted on the 
basis of their frequencies. 
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Chapter Qut.Li.QS 
The rest of the chapters in the following pages 
provide a detailed description of the present study. Chapter 
II discusses a review of literature on the rationale of 
school-based improvement, the principal's leadership in 
school improvement, the importance of priorities in school 
improvement, and the priorities for school improvement 
suggested in some of the recent reports on the state of 
education in the United States. Chapter III presents a 
detailed account of the design of the study and the methods 
which were employed to accomplish the purposes of the study. 
Chapter IV reports, analyzes, interprets the data. Chapter V 
summarizes the study and discusses the implications of the 
findings. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The purpose of this chapter is to review relevant 
literature in order to develop a conceptual base for the 
study. The chapter has four sections. The first section 
presents the rationale for school-based improvement. The 
second section is concerned with the leadership role of the 
principal in school improvement efforts. The third section 
focuses on the need to state priorities for school 
improvement as a means for educational change. The fourth 
and final section deals with some of the recent national 
reports on the state of education in the United States in 
order to gain some understanding of the general perspectives 
of the priorities being advanced for improving American 
public schools. 
Rationale for School-Based Improvement 
The purpose of this section is to establish the reasons 
the concept of school-based improvement is gaining in 
popularity among educational researchers and reformers. This 
is not to say that the reasons presented are necessarily the 
best or the strongest arguments for school-based 
improvement. However, the reasons provide ample evidence 
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that the concept of school-based improvement makes sense. 
The first, perhaps the most obvious, reason is that the 
concept has been widely publicized and advocated in the 
school effectiveness literature. Many effective school 
researchers argue that school makes a difference in student 
academic achievement. Murphy (1985) observed that of all 
beliefs embedded in the school improvement program 
translations of the school effectiveness literature, none 
was more sacrosanct than the belief that the school should 
be the locus of educational reform. 
The second reason is the pervasive skepticism regarding 
the effectiveness of school following the widespread 
acceptance of many of the precepts promoted by Coleman's and 
Jencks’ conclusions that the school had very minimal 
influence on student academic achievement compared to the 
home (Back and Manroe 1985) . Coleman' s and Jencks' 
conclusions were among the conditions that promoted the 
concept of effective schools, because educational 
researchers and reformers accepted the conclusions only as 
hypotheses. The researchers were not traumatized into 
abandoning the search for more insight into better ways of 
conducting schools. On the contrary, the work of Coleman and 
Jencks provided a fresh impetus for the search. 
The third reason is the growing demands by the general 
public for accountability of schools. Educational 
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accountability originated in the 1970's from an attempt to 
improve education after it had been observed that students’ 
average Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and other achievement 
tests scores were declining. In general the term 
accountability means setting goals and making someone 
accountable for reaching them. However, even though many 
states in the land reacted by legislating accountability 
bills which made schools answerable to the states and 
districts in regard to educational outcomes, the main reason 
the general public held schools accountable for educational 
outcomes is to ensure that its tax dollars paid for quality 
education (Hayes et al. 1979). 
The fourth reason is the support the concept has 
received from "mastery learning” theory (Back and Manroe, 
1985). Like the effective schools theory, "mastery learning" 
theory asserts that school makes a difference in student 
academic attainment. Brookover et al. (1982) for example, 
defined an effective school as one in which essentially all 
the students acquired the basic skills and other desired 
behaviors. The fundamental premise of "mastery learning" is 
that nearly all children can learn what any child can learn 
if given appropriate support, cooperative feedback and time 
( Bloom, 1976; 1981) . 
Several studies have shown that the pedagogical 
principles of mastery learning such as cooperative grouping 
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as an instructional approach produce positive results 
(Aronson et al., 1978; Johnson and Johnson, 1975; Slavin and 
DeVries, 1979). To illustrate, Slavin (1981) found a 
tendency among a group of students to gain in academic 
attainment as a result of working cooperatively. Also 
school-based programs which provided feedback about 
classroom processes to teachers have been found to be 
successful in changing the teacher’s attitude and behavior 
toward students and in improving classroom instruction (Good 
and Brophy, 1974; Stalling, 1980; Ebmeier and Good, 1979; 
Good and Grouws, 1979). 
The fifth reason is the failure of the post Sputnik 
curriculum reform movement which according to Hopkins (1984) 
was one center-periphery model of educational change that 
proved conspicuously and expensively inadequate. He believes 
that the failure of that curriculum reform argues for 
innovation and curriculum development emanating from, or at 
least mediated through, the local level. He concurs with 
Fullan and Pomfret (1977) who found that in order for the 
change to be effective "the locus of control needs to be 
shifted much closer to the nexus of educational interaction 
-- the school". 13) 
The sixth reason, also identified by Hopkins is the 
decline in the gross national product ( GNP) which has made 
it increasingly difficult for educators to sustain education 
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at the desired levels of effectiveness. This problem has 
been exacerbated by changes in the demographic balance. 
These demographic changes have resulted in declining 
enrollments and a static and aging teaching population 
without an infusion of new blood to generate enthusiasm in 
many schools. Because of stagnant or decreased budgets 
school districts can barely afford to maintain the status 
g.uo so that the responsibility of enhancing the education is 
being forced upon individual schools. Hopkins argues that 
these two conditions have created a need for schools that 
can sustain and develop themselves without the constant 
injection of outside resources, and a teaching population 
that becomes increasingly responsible for its own 
professional development. 
Goodlad (1984) described the effect of declining 
enrollment on school financing more succinctly. He said that 
to survive schools needed the support of their clients. But, 
the primary clients of public schools -- parents and their 
school-age children -- had become a minority group while the 
proportion of citizens not directly involved with schools 
had increased. As a consequence, schools were experiencing 
difficulties in securing the tax dollars they needed to 
survive leave alone to improve their effectiveness. 
The seventh reason is the ubiquity of social change. 
Schools are established to work toward the attainment of 
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certain societal goals. Therefore, schools can save their 
purpose only by keeping abreast with changes occurring in 
the society. Failure to do so results in the alienation of 
schools from the society they are supposed to serve. In 
order for schools to be able to align their teaching 
methods, classroom climates, and curricula with changing 
social norms there is need for the creation of more 
responsive and autonomous schools which are sensitive to the 
needs of their immediate communities. 
The eighth reason pertains to the lack of effective 
utilization of research findings by school practitioners 
( Huling, et al. , 1978). The consensus among educational 
researchers and reformers is that the knowledge generated by 
research is not effectively used to improve learning 
conditions in schools. The reasons for this are varied, but 
Huling and his associates isolated the following four. These 
are: 1. The research findings are not effectively 
disseminated; 2. Practitioners judge much of the findings to 
be lacking in practicality and inconsistent with classroom 
realities; 3. Practitioners find the language used in the 
reports to be largely unfamiliar and uninterpretable; and 4. 
Practitioners doubt their ability to participate in and use 
research. 
Some proponents of school-based improvement believe 
that these problems can be largely eliminated by involving 
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practitioners in the research. Chall (1984) for example, 
supports what has become the fundamental principle in 
school-college partnerships: that the school staff, being 
the people who will be most affected by the change and 
innovation must participate with full parity in all 
decisions that will affect their transformation. 
The nineth reason stems from the argument that 
teachers, unlike educational researchers, philosophers and 
administrators, are generally not regarded as educational 
leaders. While in the 1920s and 1930s teachers were involved 
in research and decision making, the present day teachers 
are not consulted when new programs or methods are being 
decided. Their role has been that of implementers of 
researchers' materials and test instruments about which many 
teachers have little or no understanding. School-based 
improvement programs are being encouraged partly in to 
restore dignity in the teaching profession and the feeling 
of self-worth teachers have lost over the past decades. 
The tenth reason is based on the evidence showing that 
schools can significantly influence student academic 
attainment. Huberman and Miles (1982) studied schools which 
had adopted innovations. The purpose of the study was to 
determine the extent of program implementation and the 
effects the innovations had on the schools. They found that 
75 per cent of the schools where school level practitioners 
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were the prime participants in the adoption process had the 
most successful projects in the sample in terms of outcomes 
attainment and relative smoothness of project 
implementation. 
McCormack and Kritek (1982) conducted a study in 
eighteen elementary and two middle schools in Milwaukee 
which were involved in school board sponsored school-based 
projects. The schools, which served predominantly low-income 
and minority students, were selected because they had scored 
lowest on the annual achievement test. The project, known as 
Rising to Individual Scholastic Excellence (RISE), required 
each participating school to plan and implement its own 
improvement program. In their report, the authors concluded 
that the schools showed improvement in achievement scores in 
math and reading as measured by the Metropolitan Achievement 
Test at the third and fifth grade levels. The success of the 
project was in part attributed to giving responsibility to 
the principals to design and implement individual programs 
and holding them accountable for results. 
A similar project, the California School Improvement 
Program (SIP), also produced results indicating that school- 
based improvement plans can affect classroom instruction and 
student performance. Fifty per cent of the schools in that 
project were reported to have experienced general 
improvement in school quality and very few of the entire 
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sample were reported to have declined. 
The case study of a Los Angeles elementary school 
reported by Poindexter (1983) renders additional support for 
the effectiveness of school-based programs in raising 
student achievement. Enrollment in the school was virtually 
100 percent from minority groups, 76 per cent of whom scored 
below the 50th percentile on a nationally normed test. The 
school had a negative reputation both socially and 
academically until after the arrival of a new principal who 
transformed it. 
The principal and the teaching staff designed and put 
in place an improvement program aimed at uplifting the 
school environment, improving discipline, improving 
instructional management, and providing staff development. 
In its second year of implementation the program had begun 
to show significant increases in student achievement scores 
and general sophistication in classroom teaching. 
The Leadership Role of the Principal 
The purpose of this section is to highlight the 
importance of the principal in school improvement efforts. 
The section is in three parts. The first part describes the 
traditional decision making structure in schools and school 
systems in order to place into perspective the position 
occupied by the principal and the role he/she plays. The 
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second part discusses the ways in which the traditional 
decision structure hinders the creation of more effective 
schools. The third part is highlights the leadership of the 
principal by defining school-based improvement and the 
nature and scope of the tasks designated to school 
communities. 
Ill© Traditional Decision Making Structure 
Public education in the United States is a legal and 
traditional function of the states. This is not to say all 
changes are decided by the state government. On the 
contrary, the federal government and the the supreme court 
play important roles in the control, organization and 
support of education. The federal government assumed a 
larger policy making role in education in the 1960s when 
Congress enacted the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
and the Higher Education Act. Examples of Supreme Court 
mandates on school systems include the decision to 
desegregate schools and to enforce the Education For All 
Handicapped Children Act. 
While it is true that the most potent sources of change 
in schools have been the federal government and the court, 
it is also true that the larger portion of educational 
responsibility has remained in the hands of state 
governments. The states have their own constitutional 
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provisions for education, and legislatively most of them 
have delegated power to local districts to operate public 
schools. Up until the time when the state and federal 
governments began to play a much stronger role, local school 
districts had greater latitude in operating their own 
schools in the ways they desired. 
Federal government legislations and supreme court 
mandates aside, educational change in America typically is 
decided on state-wide or district-wide basis in a top-to- 
bottom fashion. In the study reported in Horace^s Compromise 
it was found that school systems were arranged in pyramidal 
tiers. The governing boards and administrators were at the 
peak and classrooms were at the base of the arrangement. In 
this arrangement, directions flowed from top to bottom in 
the fashion of hierarchical bureaucracies. 
For instance, state educational administrators develop 
policies and pass them down through the regional, county, 
district, and school administrations to the teachers to 
implement them in their classrooms. The same is also true 
when the state administrators or legislators want 
information from schools about students. The "Information, 
standardized in order to be comprehensible, must flow up 
from the classrooms at the base". [41 The pyramidal tiers 
of the bureaucratic arrangement of a school district may be 
presented as shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 
A Typical Illustration of the Pyramidal 
Organization of a School District. [5] 
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According to Owen and Steinhoff (1976), a bureaucratic 
organization has six major characteristics: These are: 1. A 
relatively permanent structure comprised of an interrelated 
set of offices; 2. The assignment of circumscribed tasks and 
rules to govern their execution to offices; 3. The 
arrangement of offices in a systematic hierarchy, with the 
higher offices supervising the work of lower offices; 4. The 
distribution of power and authority by policies and rules of 
the bureaucracy; 5. A powerful element of top down decision 
making arrangement reinforced by emphasizing status 
differences according to rank of office; 6. The maintenance 
of control and discipline by stressing the legal authority 
of a higher-echelon person and putting lower-echelon persons 
in a state of continuous dependence upon their supervisors. 
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Huberman and Miles (1982) studied twelve school 
districts which had adopted innovations. Part of the design 
of the study was to investigate how the twelve sites 
functioned before and during the implementation of the 
innovations. Some of the variables they were interested in 
were accountability set-up, and the location of the persons 
who advocated or made the decisions to adopt the innovation. 
Their data showed that in seven of the twelve sites the 
accountability pattern was traditional or classic. That is, 
the teachers reported through building principals to the 
central office curriculum specialists. In three schools the 
teachers reported directly to the central office, bypassing 
the principal either officially or unofficially. In two 
schools teachers were accountable to the district office. 
The data on the location of the advocates of the 
innovations revealed that in ten schools the early advocates 
tended to be in the district office. These innovation were 
either developed by the school district office or were 
adopted from outside the district. Only in two schools did 
teachers, principals or external agents collaborate with the 
district administrators to decide innovations. School 
administrators became advocates later during the 
implementation of the innovations. 
Congruent findings were obtained in a study conducted 
by Zeigler, Tucker and Wilson (1977). The study was designed 
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to determine whether or not decision making patterns in 
education were changing from the democratic model to the 
technological model. One of the objectives of the 
investigation was to identify the person or persons who set 
the agenda for school board meetings. The assumption was 
that the power to limit the topics and policy alternatives 
that will be entertained gave the controller of the agenda 
considerable power in determining what policies will be 
adopted. By setting the agenda" the authors meant being 
responsible for the topic to be discussed, as opposed to 
being responsible for preparing the agenda document or 
making introductory remarks on the topic. 
The results of this investigation indicated that 
principals, teachers, lower level administrators, and other 
employees of the school districts had the least control of 
the agenda. Superintendents had the most control, followed 
by associate superintendents and other cabinet level 
administrators, and then the school board members. 
Referring to the new math program of the 1960s as an 
example, Sarason (1982) pointed out that schools and school 
systems were highly structured and differentiated. Within 
the school system the impetus for change came from two 
groups of people: personnel with supervisory 
responsibilities for the mathematics curriculum and members 
of the board of education who had university affiliations. 
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When the decision to change was made, no formal attempt was 
made to inform or otherwise involve teachers. 
These studies depict that principals and their school 
staffs play minor if any role when it comes to deciding 
priorities for school improvement. The decisions about 
school improvement are not, as a rule, made within the 
schools or with the input of the members of the school 
staff. Rather, the decisions are made by people outside of 
the school, particularly the district administrators. The 
major role of school personnel is to implement these 
decisions. It is rare that change decisions are developed 
within the schools. Even then, the decisions are heavily 
influenced by policy makers and administrators outside of 
the school. 
How the Traditional Decision Making Structure 
Hinders the Creation of more Effective Schools 
Some educational researchers and reformers (Boyer, 
1985; Goodlad, 1984; Sizer, 1983) strongly believe that in 
order for the quality of the education provided in American 
public schools to improve the responsibility for deciding, 
implementing and evaluating school improvement programs must 
be largely decentralized. Finn (1983), for example, stresses 
that the bureaucratic decision making arrangement has made 
it harder rather than easier to create effective schools. 
The traditional governance of schooling hinders school 
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improvement in several ways. The first is that the system 
has made educational reformers overlook the special local 
conditions like differences in students, teachers, 
administrators, interactions, and community needs which 
prevail in the schools. As Sizer (1985) put it, the system 
has not fully recognized that there might be educational 
efficiency in allowing, or even ordering, schools to adapt 
to their immediate situations. Referring specifically to 
secondary schools he argued that the present system was 
ineffective because it paid no regard to the idiosyncracies 
of adolescents, the fragility of their motivation, and the 
need for their teachers and principals to be strong, 
inspiring, and flexible. 
This view is also shared by Finn who has affirmed that 
the traditional organization of schooling has failed because 
it has treated schooling as if it were one large 
undifferentiated enterprise, when as a matter of fact, it 
was comprised of complex, rather delicately balanced 
schools each with a culture of its own. Johnston (1985) 
defined culture as "... the pervasive set of beliefs, 
values, rules, customs and traditions that controls everyone 
and everything in any institution that claims membership in 
the cultural group." (6) Sarason (1982) defined it as "... 
a distinct structure or pattern that governs roles and 
interrelationships within a setting." 17) 
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The effective schools theory argues that the culture of 
the school has strong overall effects on student learning. 
The theory also asserts that the factors contained in school 
culture, for instance, school climate and classroom 
processes, can not possibly be manipulated from the state or 
district offices. This stance was supported by Fullan (1982) 
when he discovered that specific school level factors 
determine the outcomes of innovative efforts. Similarly, the 
interplay between environment and innovation was found to 
influence the result in the process of mutual adaptation 
( MeLaughlin, 1977; Brandt, 1983). It is on the basis of such 
empirical findings that Berman and Gjelten with Izu (1982) 
recommended that in order to accomplish and sustain cultural 
change, those most directly affected must be included in the 
planning process in a collaborative and participatory 
manner. 
In the research on the characteristics of effective 
schools, the culture of the school is one of the more 
frequently cited determinants of school effectiveness. 
Sarason devoted a whole book to the issue of culture and 
school change. The point that an attempt to change a 
curriculum independent of changing some characteristic 
institutional features runs the risk of partial or complete 
failure is emphatically stated. He, for instance, attributed 
the failure of the new math program referred to earlier to 
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the fact that there was little or no attention paid to the 
characteristic regularities of the institutional culture. 
The change agents worked on an assumption that the goals of 
change could be achieved independent of any change in the 
regularities. 
Traub (1985) was supportive of this contention when he 
asserted that a school’s character, rather than anything 
quantifiable or purchasable, might determine its success or 
failure. He based his position on Michael Rutter’s study of 
twelve London inner-city public schools. In the study, 
Rutter discovered little correlation between academic 
achievement and such factors as student-teacher ratio, the 
size of the student body, or the quality of the physical 
plant. He then concluded that the pre-existing culture of 
the school was the predominant influence on the academic as 
well as social behavior of the student. 
The second explanation is the fact that the 
bureaucratic arrangement of schooling depends on specifics 
to an extent that those aspects of schooling which can be 
readily quantified often become the forms of representation. 
For example, such aspects as attendance rates, dropout 
rates, test scores, and suspension rates, are of fundamental 
concern. This is in spite of the fact that these data have 
not been very helpful in the identification of aspects of 
schooling genuinely in need of improvement. The fact that 
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the unquantifiable aspects have been ignored has resulted in 
serious limitations in the scope of the data and in 
misrepresentation of the results. 
The third explanation is the undaunted dependence on 
norms as the bases for making policy decisions. At a certain 
age a child is expected to be in a certain grade, and all 
pupils in, say the eleventh grade, are expected to score in 
a certain way on certain tests. Individual differences in 
the performance of the pupils in the tests do not seem to 
concern the policy makers very much. Instead, emphasis is on 
group interpretation of student performance: "The ' low' 
scorers 'fail*; the 'high' scorers receive honor; the school 
with higher scorers is a 'better' school than one with lower 
scorers.” [8] 
The traditional arrangement does not only ignored the 
local conditions which differentiate schools, the 
arrangement also fails to take into account differences 
between pupils. From the view point of the policy makers all 
pupils are alike and therefore, schooled in the same 
standardized fashion. Curriculum programs, teaching methods, 
class sizes, the duration of lessons, and several other 
aspects of schooling are mandated on the basis of what seems 
to be popular preferences or condition. The system fails to 
incorporate the wide learning margins and the numerous 
expectations of students, teachers and parents, thereby 
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ending up being wasteful and in some cases unfair. 
The fourth explanation is the practice of assigning 
certain objectives to particular professionals under the 
guidance of elaborate job descriptions. States demand that 
only trained and licensed persons can exercise a skill in a 
school. This is particularly true in secondary schools which 
by and large are staffed by specialists in English, 
mathematics, biology, physical education, and in such other 
disciplines depending on the programs offered in a school. 
What has eventuated from departmentalization of schools 
is that students rarely have time to talk one on one with an 
adult while in school. Students experience many learning, 
social, and motivational problems for which they would want 
to seek the advice of an adult they trust. But the 
opportunity for developing student-teacher rapport is 
limited by the amount of time students and teachers are 
exposed to each other. Students have not developed enough 
trust in their teachers, and teachers do not have the time 
to know the students well in order to be able to recognize 
their needs and give the guidance they need. In the final 
analysis this condition leaves schools with ill-served 
students and frustrated good teachers. 
The fifth explanation pertains to the inherent nature 
of bureaucracies; they are resistant to change. Once 
regulations and rules are installed change becomes hard. The 
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people in the system become compulsively disposed to keeping 
the state of affairs in place. The larger and the more 
complex the hierarchy is, the more powerful the forces 
working to maintain the status guo. Also, the distance 
between the people in the higher echelon and those in the 
lower echelon is greater in large and complex bureaucratic 
organization. 
In as far as the need to change things in schools is 
concerned, this phenomenon has led to stagnation. Stiles and 
Robinson (1973) pointed out that change in education was 
typically generated from outside because educational 
personnel tended to hold deeper commitment to the status guo 
than they do to progress by which changes are brought about. 
In addition, the mere fact that the most potent changes in 
schools are mandated either by the federal government, the 
state governments, or the supreme court, makes the 
organization of education in this country both complex and 
controlled by powerful forces far away from school 
communities. 
The sixth explanation is that it stifles initiative on 
the part of principals and teachers who may want to change 
things. Here is how Boyer (1983) describes how the condition 
under which principals operate in their schools have 
suppresses positive change in schools. 
Today, most principals are caught in a compli¬ 
cated bureaucratic web. Far too many of our 
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chool systems are top-heavy with administra- 
tion; they are administered to within an inch 
of their lives. School leadership is crippled 
by layer upon layer of administration. And, 
while control is rooted in the need for 
accountability, the reality is that it makes 
change in the schools all but impossible. 
The result once again has been helpless and 
frustrated teachers, poorly served students 
and angry parents. [ 9] 
The Meaning of School-Based Improvement 
The arguments against the traditional arrangement are 
often accompanied by suggestions of how public education can 
be remedied. Most of the researchers are calling for a 
school-based approach on the grounds that it would enable 
teachers and principals to adapt their schools to the needs, 
learning styles, and learning rates of their particular 
students (Sizer, 1985; Bloom, 1980). 
Different people have different perceptions of school- 
based improvement or the degree of decentralization of 
decision making authority in public education. On one 
extreme are those who believe in the total take over of 
schools by parents. On the other extreme are those who 
believe that parents should only have more power without 
completely taking over the running of schools. 
In A Place Called School it is reported that parents 
would feel well served only if they were kept clearly 
informed about the progress and welfare of their children. 
Instead of taking over schools the parents surveyed 
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preferred the transfer of "power from the more remote, less 
visible, more impersonal authorities heading the system and 
Place it in the hands of the more visible, more personally 
known, close-at-hand staff of the school and parent groups 
close to the school." [10] 
From the distribution of responsibilities among state, 
school districts, and schools recommended by Goodlad (1984), 
it is clear that decentralization of authority in the 
organization of schooling is not intended to dismantle the 
system so that schools can cut loose from their district 
offices. On the contrary, schools are to remain linked to 
their district offices and to each other in a network as 
illustrated in Figure 2. The network connections between 
schools represent interactions among principals in a 
district as an organization provided with district time , 
assistance, and encouragement to meet regularly to share new 
skills and ideas. 
Stated simply, school-based improvement is a model of 
school improvement in which individual school communities -- 
teachers, parents, students, and community members -- guided 
by the leadership of the principal, the broad goals for 
schooling articulated by the state, and the guidelines laid 
down by the district, develop their own improvement plans 
for meeting their needs. 
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Figure 2 
Relationship Between Schools and the District 
Office in a Decentralized System. 
s c hool 
Responsibilities at the Local School Level 
The concept of school-based improvement has been 
adopted and implemented in several states and school 
districts. Examples are the San Diego County Effective 
School Program (San Diego County Office of Education, 
1984), the Atlanta Public Schools Program (Crim, 1983), the 
Seattle School-based Program ( Buton and others 1 982), and 
the School Effectiveness Project in Connecticut ( Pecheone 
and Shoemaker, 1984). 
In addition there are in the country at least ten 
school-college partnerships (Education Week, 1986) like the 
Coalition for School Improvement at the University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst, (1984) and the Coalition of 
Essential Schools at Brown University, Providence in Rhode 
Island (Sizer, 1985). The common thread that runs through 
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all these programs is that priorities and strategies for 
school improvement arise independently out or the schools 
and their communities. The role of central and/or district 
offices of education and university personnel in these 
projects is to provide technical assistance in accordance 
with the needs of each school. 
In the Atlanta School System for example, the staff 
development program involved various people and businesses 
in the community including parents and students. At each 
school site, the administration, the school staff, and the 
community collaboratively performed four tasks. These 
include: 1. Identifying school objectives; 2. Assessing 
school needs; 3. Planning specific strategies to meet needs; 
4. Identifying appropriate staff development functions 
relative to the accomplishment of individual school 
obj ectives. 
School-based improvement activities may also resemble 
the profiling process developed by The Goal Based Education 
Program at the Northwest Regional Education Laboratory 
( NWREL) (Blum and Butler, 1985). Its purpose is to gather 
information about student performance. The process involves 
teachers working in teams. One of the teams is designated as 
the leadership team. The tasks of the teams are to identify 
the relevant data in the light of effective schools research 
base and findings, collect the data, summarize them, and 
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prepare a written reports or profiles of the school. 
The profiles prepared by individual teams are then 
submitted to the leadership team for compilation and 
distribution to all members of staff for consideration and 
evaluation. Each staff member is asked to rate the narrative 
statements in all profile summaries on four bases: 1. Degree 
of relative satisfaction with the current picture of student 
performance; 2. Relative importance/priority for improvement 
among areas with which staff members are dissatisfied; 3. 
Acceptable standard of performance in areas of least 
satisfaction; 4. Specific target for improvement. One or two 
priorities for school improvement are selected by the 
leadership team on the basis of feedback from all staff 
members. 
The Goal Based Education Program at NWREL focuses on 
student performance. The indicators of school improvement 
are changes in student achievement levels, behavior, and 
attitude. The areas of investigation in the academic section 
include basic skills achievement, problem-solving 
proficiency, and life role proficiency. The student attitude 
section covers areas like self-concept, attitude toward 
school, and independence. The social behavior area considers 
aspects such as attendance, tardiness, and cumulative 
dropout rate. 
The diversity in the types of data which may be 
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collected is also reflected in the variety of data gathering 
instruments and techniques suggested. They include 
standardized norm-referenced and criterion-referenced tests, 
progress tests from texts series, grade promotion tests, and 
such other relevant tests. For the attitude section various 
types of questionnaires are employed, whereas in the social 
behavior section archival search at school and district 
level may be the primary source of information. 
Goodlad (1984) recommended that school improvement 
should encompass the school as a system of interacting 
parts. He also made three additional proposals: 1. states 
should abandon the current tendency to focus improvement 
only on teachers, principals, or the curriculum; 2. 
superintendents and school boards should renounce their 
concern with school-to-school uniformity, 3. emphasis should 
be on cultivating the capacity of schools to deal with their 
own problems. In making schools self-renewing institutions, 
the people around each school are to be connected so that 
they become responsible for effecting renewal and 
establishing mechanisms for doing so. Their basic 
responsibilities of the people are: 1. identifying the 
problems hindering school effectiveness; and 2. deciding 
upon strategies for addressing the problems in order to 
restore efficiency and effectiveness in the school's 
performance. 
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Some of the more specific responsibilities recommended 
for principals, their school staffs and the people in their 
communities include determining instructional methods and 
instructional time (Prasch, 1985), program development 
(Chase and Kane, 1983), scheduling students, deciding 
instructional time, and selecting instructional materials 
for use by students (National Educational Association, 
1985). 
The Work Behavior of Principals 
It is an established fact that school principals are an 
important factor in school improvement. The effective 
schools research has not only shown and argued that schools 
can make a difference in the academic attainment of 
students. Most of it has also identified the characteristics 
that distinguish effective schools from typical schools 
(Evans, 1983; Fullan, 1983; Pecheone and Shoemaker, 1984-, 
San Diego County Office of education, 1984; Traub, 1985; 
Edmonds, 1979; Yin, 1984; Vincenzi and Ayrer, 1985; Webber, 
1971). Even though consensus on the exact number of the 
characteristics of effective schools is lacking, the 
leadership of the principal is one of the factors that are 
more frequently identified (Johnston, 1985; Thompson, 1984). 
This has led to the resurgence of attention to the 
importance of principals in school effectiveness during the 
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past few years. Whereas much of the effective schools 
research discusses the principal in rather general terms, 
more recent studies have focused specifically on the work 
behavior of principals (Blumberg and Greenfield, 1980; 
Johnson, 1981; Hargrove et al. , 1981; Hall et al. , 1983). 
In a study designed to compare what principals do with 
what they are trained to do, Pinter (1982) discovered that 
principals spent most of their time in these eight areas: 1. 
Working with students who were discipline problems; 2. 
Working with teachers who had noninstructional needs; 3. 
Attending to logistics; 4. Ministering to external 
requirements; 5. Organizing social pleasantries; 6. 
Overseeing organizational maintenance; 7. Controlling 
pupils; 8. Tending extracurricular activities. The 
principals studied were not directly involved in the work 
flow at the classroom level. 
Chase and Kane (1985) conducted a study to determine 
whether principals were clear about what they were expected 
to do in exercising instructional leadership. They 
discovered that the principals in their study were not quite 
sure of what they were expected to do, and that the 
principals were left to define their jobs. The jobs which 
were found to occupy most of the principals' time include: 
1. Maintaining the physical facilities of the school; 2. 
Enforcing school rules; 3. Protecting teachers and 
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instructional programs from disruptive outside interference; 
4. Conducting teacher evaluations; 5. Rewarding exceptional 
teacher performance. 
Investigations designed to compare the amount of time 
principals spent in institutional management and the amount 
of time they spent in instructional management, revealed 
heavy emphasis on institutional management. The Guzzetti and 
Martin (1984) data on instructional leadership tasks of 
principals and on how frequently principals performed these 
activities indicated that a larger majority of principals 
spent most of their time in institutional management. The 
role of instructional supervisor was ranked fifth in the ten 
roles the principals they studied actually performed. After 
reviewing literature on effective schools to determine what 
principals do, Thompson (1984) discovered that as a group 
principals spent more time on managing the institutions than 
on instruction-related activities. 
In his summary of surveys on the role of principals as 
knowledge users and change agents, Fullan (1984) arrived at 
a conclusion that more than 50 percent of the principals 
were preoccupied with administrative work and organizational 
activities. On the basis of the data of their study referred 
to above, Chase and Kane estimated that between 65 and 75 
percent of elementary and secondary school principals' 
typical work day was spent on unscheduled meetings. The 
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instructional responsibility was generally left to the 
teachers. Manasse (1982) found that 80 percent of the 
average principal's work day was spent on institutional 
management. 
These findings are in contrast to the fundamental 
tenets of the job of the principal -- the job of 
instructional leadership. Instead, the findings and 
conclusions affirm the existence of the type of principals 
Finn (1983) and Barron (1985) called managers in contrast to 
leaders. Managers are those principals who feel contented 
with management products like tidy schedules, orderly 
corridors, and pacified parents, or whose most important 
concern is maintaining the state of the art in their 
schools. Barron described them as those principals who, like 
a life support system keeps a person with dead brain alive, 
keep the wheels in the school turning without creating the 
movement. Leaders, on the other hand, are prowess in 
instructional leadership and mastery of purposeful school 
improvement schemes. 
The Priorities of Effective Principals 
According to Barron effective principals lead and move 
their schools towards the schools' goals. They identify 
goals with the constituents and stay focused on the school's 
mission. They direct the continuing flow of change and 
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innovation. They generate the spirit of collaboration and 
trust within the members of the schools' communities. More 
importantly, effective principals are characterized by 
curriculum and instructional concerns. 
Bloom (1981) defined activities involved in curriculum 
development and activities involved in instructional 
management which may be helpful in understanding the 
difference between effective principals and typical 
principals. The tasks involved in curriculum activities are 
identifying goals, defining the interrelationships among 
those goals and objectives, selecting learning materials, 
and determining appropriate learning experiences. The tasks 
involved in instructional activities are identifying and 
sequencing the teaching-learning activities to be used in 
i ns true ti on. 
The effective principals observed by Thompson (1984) 
were more directly involved in the instructional process by 
giving priority to instructional concerns and delegating as 
many noninstructional tasks as possible. The principals also 
communicated their views about instruction, took 
responsibility for decisions relating to instruction, 
emphasized academic standards, and regularly reviewed and 
discussed teaching in their schools with teachers. 
Furthermore, the principals directly participated in 
instructional improvement; they shared research findings on 
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instruction with teachers, studied, talked about and planned 
instructional improvements with their teachers. They 
rewarded teachers who practiced quality instruction and 
protected them from internal and external strains and 
pressures. 
On the basis of a review of the literature on effective 
schools and on equity in education Denbo and Ross (1983) 
suggested ways of assisting principals in improving school 
effectiveness through a program of staff supervision and 
curriculum development. They isolated four categories of 
effective principals' roles. These are: 1. Providing strong 
curriculum leadership; 2. Communicating high expectations 
for all teachers and students; 3. Developing administrative 
procedure that encourage equity and excellence; and 4. 
Mobilizing community resources. 
In each of these areas the effective principals perform 
a number of specific tasks that are related to instructional 
leadership. To provide curriculum leadership they make 
student achievement top priority, participate in curriculum 
committees, and initiate nonbiased student evaluations. To 
communicate high expectations they encourage and reward 
excellence, monitor instruction and evaluate staff, and 
support staff development that integrates equity concerns. 
To administratively encourage equity and excellence they 
monitor scheduling and grouping procedures, and establish an 
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orderly school climate. And finally, to .obilise coswnunity 
resources they encourage teachers to communicate regularly 
with parents, and develop a plan for ongoing parent 
involvement. 
In a study of middle school principals conducted by 
Valantine and Kirkham (1985) to determine the leadership 
qualities of effective principals, the teachers and parents 
who served as informants in the study perceived the 
principals of the effective schools as the primary change 
agents. The principals were effective agents of curriculum 
development; they anticipated curriculum needs through 
communicating with staff members and made use of data from 
tests, parents, students, and surveys of other schools. 
The major priority of effective principals contained in 
Georgiades (1984) study was commitment to teachers and 
students. The principal in the case study of the Los Angeles 
school which turned effective in two years (Poindexter, 
1983) always strove to to strengthen learning at various 
grade levels. The principal carefully monitored student 
progress in instructional programs. Emphasis in that school 
improvement program was on direct teaching in instructional 
time, inservice for teachers whom the principal held 
accountable for implementation and outcomes of programs, 
monitoring of classrooms and lesson plans to ensure the 
expected high standards, and on providing time for teachers 
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to discuss and plan instruction in teams. 
From the school culture point of view, Johnston (1985) 
asserted that effective principal were capable of affecting 
the culture of the school so that it supports effectiveness 
and excellence and suggested six ways in which effective 
principals manage to influence school culture. Two of these 
ways, getting closer to the students, and remembering that 
the real business of the school is to teach and learn. 
It is obvious that although the priorities of effective 
principals vary, several of them tend to stand out. From the 
studies cited above and the reviews of effective schools 
research conducted by Rutherford (1985) and Leithwood and 
Montegomery (1982) it is clear that the following are the 
more prominent priorities of effective principals: 1. 
Students and their cognitive needs (particularly basic 
skills); 2. Teachers and instructional delivery, 3. 
Curriculum contents, 4. School climates that support 
progress toward increased student learning, 5. Interpersonal 
relationships as a means to goal achievement, and 6. Setting 
aside time for teachers to plan. 
The Leadership Styles of Effective Principals 
An examination of the work behavior of effective 
principals discussed in the preceding paragraphs will reveal 
that the principals exercise certain decision making 
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approaches in terms of authority sharing with members of 
their school communities. The ways in which the leadership 
styles of principals are categorized and described in the 
effective principals research varies with researchers. To 
illustrate this point, Havelock (1973) recognizes four types 
of leadership roles which a principal may play to effect 
change in the school. These roles are: 1. Catalyst; 2 
Solution giver; 3. Process helper; 4. Resource linker. 
The classification of leadership styles that is 
commonly used and which was also adopted by Thomas (1978) 
consists of three types of leadership. They include: 1. 
Directive or authoritarian; 2. Administrative or functional; 
3- Facilitative or collegial/democratic. The directive 
principal retains the authority for all aspects of the 
school’s decision making. The administrative principal 
retains authority for certain aspect of the school's 
decision making authority and gives teachers primary 
decision making authority for other aspects. The 
facilitative principal operates on a shared or consensus 
model of decision making in all areas. 
Effective principals differ from typical principals not 
only because effective principals emphasize instructional 
concerns as priorities for their schools, but also because 
effective principals involve and encourage the active 
participation of teachers and other members of the school 
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communities in deciding priorities for school improvement. 
This claim is upheld by the findings of studies and reviews 
designed to identify effective leadership styles of 
principals (Blumberg and Greenfield, 1980; De Bevoise, 1984; 
Hall, 1983; Owen and Steinhoff, 1976). 
Some researchers like Miller (1983) and Manasse (1983) 
have warned that leadership depends on the interaction 
between the leader, the group, and the environment. The 
authors independently argued that the concept of school- 
based improvement developed out of research conducted 
primarily in inner-city elementary schools. Some of the 
leadership characteristics that seem to have been important 
in those situations may be more strongly associated with the 
specific nature of the situations rather than with the basic 
or generic leadership characteristic. 
However, as much as this may be a valid observation, 
most of the more recent research including Boyer's (1983), 
Goodlad’s (1984), and Sizer’s (1985) which addressed the 
problems of secondary, rural, and suburban schools, have 
indicated that effective schools demand the facilitation of 
efforts of working groups to identify problems, decide upon 
effective action, and work cooperatively with the 
administration to improve the functioning of the school. 
The Need to State Prioriti.es for 
School Improvement 
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One aspect of effective organizations that is 
repeatedly emphasized in the literature is the setting of 
goals or priorities to direct the activities of the 
organization (Terry, I960; Owen and Steinhoff, 1975, 
Havelock, 1973). Many studies concerned with identifying 
characteristics of effective schools or effective principals 
seem to suggest that goal-setting is positively related to 
effective leadership (Barron, 1985; Denbo and Ross, 1983; 
Poindexter, 1983; Miller, 1983; Rutherford, 1985; Thompson, 
1984). 
To illustrate, Sullivan (1984), Liethwood and 
Montegomery (1982), Shoemaker and Fraser (1981), Fairman and 
Renne (1983), Hager and Scarr (1983) conducted studies which 
led them to conclude that goal-setting plays an important 
part in organizing schools to be effective. In general, the 
studies revealed that effective principals were clear on the 
their own short-term and long-term goals. Typical principals 
tended not to engage in goal setting or were deficient in 
goal-setting skills. 
Goal-setting has an impact on school effectiveness 
because it helps principals and program development to move 
away from being global and nebulous. Setting priorities also 
helps in the search for pedagogical practices and resources 
necessary to bring about positive change in the quality of 
teaching and school outcomes. On observing that goals were 
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not articulated, understood, or used in education, Goodlad 
(1984) recommended that as part of the infrastructure for 
school renewal, states should prepare and disseminate in 
‘he” school districts clear goals on which there seem to be 
substantial agreement. These long-term (three to five-year 
period) goals, supplemented by relevant data, are to guide 
each school in developing and evaluating its own improvement 
plan. 
Priorities for School Lniprovement 
The question of what the major function of the school 
in the United States should be has been a matter of debate 
for several decades (Taba, 1962; Goodlad, 1981; Tyler, 
1949). The major issue is whether school should emphasize 
the development of intellectual powers, or pay attention to 
multiple goals some of which are more in the realm of other 
social agencies. 
Much of school effectiveness literature shows that the 
focus of attention in effective schools is on intellectual 
powers (Evans, 1983; Murphy, 1985), usually expressed under 
the rubric of "basic skills" (Vincenzi and Ayrer, 1985; 
Shoemaker, 1986; Edmonds, 1979; Traub, 1985; Brookover 
1981). The skills that are more often regarded to be basic 
are reading, writing, computational, and speaking (Traub, 
1985; Pecheone and Shoemaker, 1984; Webber, 1971; Wellish et 
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al., 1978). 
One of the topics that are at the center of the current 
educational reforms debate is the alleged failure of public 
schools in developing higher order thinking skills among 
students. The essence of this controversy is in the 
definition of "basic skills". The Educational Commission of 
the States (1983), for instance, pressed for redefining the 
concept of "basic skills" so that it matches technological 
growth and global competition. The argument is that the 
contemporary conception of "basic skills" -- the ability to 
comprehend literally a single written passage, the ability 
to compute with whole numbers, and the mastery of writing 
mechanics -- be extended to include learning-to-learn skills 
of problem solving, reasoning, and analyzing. 
While addressing the need for students to be adaptive, 
resourceful and productive, the National Coalition of 
Advocates for Students (1985) agreed with The Educational 
Commission of the States. It argued for emphasis on 
learning-to-learn skills in school programs on the belief 
that a vast majority of students in the country lacked 
thinking, logical, analytical and problem solving 
competences which were essential for happy life in the 
contemporary American society. 
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Shat Bac|nt National Repppta Q0 tha State at Edua&UQQ 
in America Suggest Ought to be the Prioritiii 
for School Improvement 
The early part of the l980's will probably go down in 
history as the years of educational reports in America. 
According to Spady and Marx (1984) between April and 
September of 1983 no less than eight studies or reports of 
national significance reached the presses and the public. 
The purpose of this section is to review some of the reports 
in order to establish what they say ought to be the 
priorities for school improvement. 
The reports selected for consideration are the The 
Eaideia Program, High School, A Place Called School, A 
Nation At Risk, and Horace|_s Compromise. These reports were 
selected for three major reasons. First they attracted a lot 
of public attention. Second, they represent diverse views 
about school improvement. Third they represent a variety of 
modes of information gathering: direct research conducted in 
schools and classrooms; the thinking and experience of the 
authors; and public hearing testimonies. 
In analyzing the reports, the focus of attention was on 
suggested changes in variables of schooling over which 
schools have control. These were changes in curriculum, 
instructional delivery, and in school organization. Changes 
in curriculum refers to suggested curriculum goals; what 
students should be able to do when they finish the course. 
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Instructional changes specify the subjects of the 
curriculum, the contents of the subjects that the students 
are required to learn and pass in order to qualify for a 
certain course or graduation, the actual performance level 
which determines success and failure, qualification and 
disqualification, eligibility and ineligibility, and the 
methods and tools of instruction. 
School organizational changes address the questions of 
how, when and where students are to be grouped, where, when, 
and from whom students are to receive instruction of a given 
kind, and how the rest of the resources: time, non- 
professional staff, parents and the local community members 
are to be deployed. 
Curriculum Changes 
The Paideia Program proposes a one-track, twelve-year 
school program emphasizing general education for all 
students. Its primary goals are preparation for earning a 
living, good citizenship, and living a full life through the 
acquisition of information and organized knowledge, the 
development of intellectual skills, and the enlargement of 
the understanding. 
Boyer's report, High school, recommends that emphasis 
be placed on mastery of language especially English, mastery 
of a core of common learning, preparation for work, 
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preparation for further education, and preparation for 
community and civic service. 
4 Elace Called &£hQol recommends a general education 
that prepares students for college and for work. The goals 
of the education are to focus on the academic, vocational, 
social, civic, cultural, and personal development for all 
students. 
Horace’_s ComBrorni.se recommends that the central goals 
of schooling be education of the intellect and education in 
character. It proposes that students 1. learn to teach 
themselves, 2. learn how to observe, and analyze 
situations, 3. make sense of situations, and 4. use 
knowledge and skills intelligently. 
In A Nation At Ri.sk the central goal of education is to 
develop the talents of students to their fullest, accept and 
assist all students to work to the limits of their 
capabilities. 
Instructional Changes 
The suggested subjects for inclusion in The Paideia 
Program are language, literature, the fine arts, mathematics 
and natural science, history, geography, and social studies. 
The curriculum offers only one elective: second language. 
Physical education, manual training, and introduction to the 
world of work are to be offered as auxiliary subjects. 
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The competences to be attained through the study of 
these subjects are reading, writing, speaking, listening, 
calculating, problem solving, observing, measuring, 
estimating, and exercising critical judgment. The teaching 
methods to be used to impart these competences are didactic 
teaching for the acquisition of knowledge, coaching to 
develop skills, and Socratic questioning to enlarge 
understandings. Because the curriculum stresses students* 
use of their minds, progress and completion will depend more 
on the use of the knowledge, skills and understandings 
achieved than on amounts of time spent, credits earned, or 
age reached. 
The curriculum proposed in High School has a core and 
an elective cluster. The core curriculum is comprised of 
literature, United States history, western civilization, 
non-western civilization, science and the natural world, 
technology, mathematics, foreign language, the arts, civics, 
health, and work. The teaching of courses in literature, 
history, mathematics, and science is to be strengthened, and 
the number of required courses in the core curriculum is to 
be increased from one-half to two-thirds. 
The suggested elective cluster consists of advanced 
study in selected academic subjects, the exploration of a 
career option, or a combination of both. All students in the 
last two years of high school are to devote about half their 
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time to these electives. Thus, guidance and testing are to 
be expanded to help students make decisions more 
intelligently about their future. Furthermore, all students 
the senior year are to undertake an independent study 
project culminating in a written report on social issues 
related to the various fields of study in the academic core 
In teaching of English, the report recommends that 
elementary schools should are to stress reading and 
comprehension of ideas in a written work, writing standard 
English sentences, and presenting ideas orally. At the high 
school level, a basic English course with a bias in writing 
is proposed. All the subjects in the curriculum and the 
skills expected are to be taught through lecturing, 
coaching, Socratic questioning, and styles that encourage 
active participation of the students. 
4 EIi.ce Called School asserts that there should be a 
balanced curriculum for each student. The subjects in the 
curriculum are to be organized as follows: 1. Mathematics 
and science; 2. Literature and language; 3. Society and 
social studies; 4. The arts; 5. The vocations; 6. Talent 
development in, for instance, artistic, linguistic, 
psychomotor, or cognitive expressions. Teachers are to put 
more weight on problem-solving, imaginative essay writing, 
and a clear understanding of the United States government. 
Student progress is to be monitored through a 
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cumulative record card for each student. The card will show 
studies completed, studies contemplated, and a comparison of 
the total program with an ideal prototype. The prototype 
program is to consist of about 90 percent core curriculum 
and about 10 percent individual talent development 
electives. 
It is argued in A Nation At Risk that a high school 
student's educational or work objectives can be met through 
the study of a core curriculum comprised of the Five New 
Basics. These Five New Basics are English, mathematics, 
science, social studies, and computer science. Work in the 
fine arts, performing arts, and foreign languages is to 
accompany these basics. Minimum requirements for graduation 
are suggested. The important competences to be developed in 
the students are understanding and the ability to use the 
acquired information and skills productively. 
The core curriculum suggested in Horacels Compromise 
consists of four areas of study. They include: 1. Inquiry 
and expression; 2. Mathematics and science; 3. Literature 
and the arts; 4. Philosophy and history. The essential 
competences of the curriculum are literacy, numeracy, and 
civic understanding. These skills are to be taught by giving 
students the task of teaching themselves. Teachers are to 
provide fewer answers and insist that students find the 
right or the best defensible answers themselves. Thus, the 
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status of teacher-as-deliverer-of-instructional-services is 
to give way to student-as-worker by adopting coaching as the 
prominent pedagogy. 
Organizational Changes 
The changes called for in the organization of the 
school in order to accommodate The Paideia Program relate to 
scheduling, deployment, and training of staff. The decision 
to adopt the Program is to be made at the local school 
level. The principal and teachers are to have collective 
authority to plan the course of study, choose teaching 
methods and schedule time in accordance with the subjects to 
be studied. Didactic teaching or lecturing involving large 
groups, coaching and seminars involving small groups, and 
the individual differences in learning ability on the part 
of the students are to form the major criteria in scheduling 
decisions. 
The program advances the idea that the school staff and 
other school personnel play multiple roles. They are to form 
teams comprised of people of different talents. Each team is 
to be so organized as to be able to conduct all three 
methods of teaching. The staff are to be continuously 
trained within the school in the following four areas: 1. 
The new subjects to be taught; 2. Coaching and leading 
seminars; 3. Advanced didactic teaching; 4. The philosophy 
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-a advantages of Ihs Paiiaia EcagCM. Speci al * 2a 1t on among 
the staff ls to be in the methods of teaching other than in 
the academic subjects. 
The school program suggested in High Schoel offers a 
dingle track education for all students. The exceptions to 
this requirement are the following: the gifted and the 
disadvantaged students for whom each school is to make 
special arrangements: the students in the last two years of 
high school who are to devote about half their time to a 
cluster of work-related elective subjects; and the students 
in the senior year who are to engage in independent study 
projects of their own choice. 
The report recommends that teachers should not be 
assigned more than two writing classes. The number of 
students in each writing class is not to exceed twenty. A 
teaching load of four regular class sessions and one period 
for seminars or independent study advising per day is 
suggested. In addition each teacher will be required to 
spend at least sixty minutes a day on class preparations and 
record keeping. This time is to be made available by 
exempting teachers from routine monitoring of halls, 
lunchrooms and recreation areas. Each school is also to 
develop a clear code of conduct to support teachers in 
reinforcing and maintaining discipline among students. 
A place called School also recommends a one track 
65 
general education. Any arrangements designed to group 
Students on the basis of past performance is to be 
eliminated. Students are to be assigned to classes in ways 
that assure heterogeneity. 
The distribution of teachers 
across subjects and the selecti 
on of new teachers is be made 
systematically based on available information within 
individual schools. Apart from specializing in one subject 
area, each teacher is to teach mathematics, language arts, 
science, and social studies. Additionally, each teacher is 
to serve as a resource person in his/her domain of 
additional preparation. The report also recommends that 
schools identify highly successful and experienced teachers 
to become head teachers for units of schooling. The 
functions of the head teachers would include serving as role 
models to fellow teachers, providing them with inservice 
training, and diagnosing student learning problems. 
HoraceLs ComEromise favors general education. In 
providing the recommended education the report proposes that 
schools refrain from imposing strict age-grading and the 
system of assigning credits on the basis of time spent in 
class. The placement of students in grades and the 
allocation of credits are to be based on the students’ 
ability to perform important tasks. The report proposes that 
the current 7 to 8 periods per day be scaled down by 
reducing the number of subjects in the curriculum. 
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struction delivery is to emphasize thoroughness and not 
coverage of the curriculum. Teacher-student ratio is to be 
reduced from the current 120 to 180 students under the 
responsibility of one teacher to a maximum of 80 students 
per teacher in order to allow for some amount of 
personalization of teaching and learning. 
The report also supports the idea of participatory 
decision making. All decisions regarding teaching and 
learning are to become the joint responsibility of the 
principal and the staff. To facilitate teacher effectiveness 
and participation in decision making, principals are urged 
to take account of planning time when preparing their 
schools' budgets. Furthermore, principals and their school 
staff are urged to treat parents as essential collaborators 
in school improvement efforts. 
The recommendations pertaining to school organization 
contained in A Nation At Risk primarily call for devoting 
more time to learning and teaching. These include assigning 
more homework to high school students, introducing 
instruction in effective study skills, improving classroom 
management and organization of the school day, increasing 
student attendance rate, and reducing administrative burdens 
on teachers. The burden on teachers for maintaining 
discipline is to be reduced through the development of firm 
and fair code of student conduct and by considering 
alternative class, or programs to meet the needs of 
continuously disruptive students. In regards to placement, 
grouping, promotion, and graduation of students, the report 
suggests that these be guided by the academic progress of 
students and their needs rather than by rigid adherence to 
age. 
Summary 
The purpose of this chapter was to review relevant 
literature in order to develop a conceptual base for the 
study. The review was presented in four sections. The first 
section established the rationale upon which the concept of 
school-based improvement is based. Ten reasons in support of 
the concept of school-based improvement together with six 
ways in which the traditional decision making structure of 
schooling frustrates the creation of more effective schools 
were presented. 
The second section discussed the leadership role of the 
principal in school improvement efforts. The literature 
demonstrated that the substantive nature of priorities, and 
the ways in which priorities and school improvement 
strategies are decided distinguishes effective principals 
from typical principals. Effective principals' priorities 
are instructional, whereas those of typical principals are 
noninstructional in nature. It was also established that 
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unlike typical principals, effective principals involve and 
encourage the participation of their teachers and 
communities in making decisions regarding school 
improvement. 
The third section was concerned with the need for 
stating priorities to direct school improvement. It has been 
shown that stating priorities is one of the dispositions 
that frequently distinguishes effective principals from 
typical principals. Stating priorities is an essential 
activity because it helps principals and program development 
to move from being global and nebulous. 
The fourth section discussed the priorities that some 
recent national reports on the state of education in America 
consider to be important in school improvement. The reports 
reviewed revealed a large number of factors, belonging in 
the curriculum, instruction, and school organization 
categories, that could be altered in order to improve 
school. Each of the reports stresses certain variables over 
others. For example, High school places more weight on 
language development. A Nation At Risk is mainly concerned 
with requirements for col1ege-bound students and learning 
time. The Paideia Program, A Place Called School, and 
Horace|_s Compromise insist that the gains can and must be 
made by all students through greater attention to improving 
the curriculum and how it is delivered. Although the reports 
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agree on the necessity for a core curriculum, each of them 
defines the core curriculum differently. 
CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter discusses the research design and 
procedures which were employed to accomplish the objectives 
of the study. The chapter is divided into three sections. 
The first section discusses the sampling procedures. The 
second section is concerned about the instruments employed 
in the study. The third section presents the methods used in 
data collection. 
Sampling 
Sampling procedures are discussed in two parts. The 
first part presents the sampling of schools and the second 
part presents the sampling of informants. 
Sampling of schools 
The study was carried out in public schools in Western 
Massachusetts participating in the Coalition for School 
Improvement project, directed by the Center for Curriculum 
Studies in the School of Education, University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst. Eleven elementary and secondary 
schools were selected to participate in the Coalition from a 
population of twenty-six schools which had volunteered to 
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take part in the partnership. 
In forming the coalition, the Center for Curriculum 
Studies began by sending information and invitation letters 
and application forms presented in Appendix A to fifty-five 
school district offices in Western Massachusetts. Each 
district superintendent was requested to nominate one school 
in his/her district to the coalition after consulting with 
its principal. 
Twenty-six schools applied for involvement in the 
coalition and out of these, eleven were selected. The 
schools were selected by a selection committee consisting of 
five reputable persons including Dr. Ralph W. Tyler, who was 
its chairman. The other members of the committee were an 
associate dean in the School of Education, University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst, a reverend in charge of a church 
in Amherst, a director of educational programs in a museum 
situated in a Massachusetts city, and a Hampshire County 
commissioner. The selection process was based on the 
information provided in the applications, the criteria set 
by the Center for Curriculum Studies, the criteria set by 
the committee itself, and recommendations submitted by two 
members of the community identified by each superintendent 
as referees for the nominated school. 
There were three types of information in the 
applications: information about the school, information 
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about the staff, and information about the community served 
by the school. Information about the school provided the 
school name, address and telephone number, grade range, 
total student enrollment, distribution of students by grade, 
teacher and student ethnicity, a brief description of the 
history and growth prospects of the school, and expected 
benefits from and contributions to the coalition. 
The section on information about the staff provided 
data relating to the size of the teaching force, the 
distribution of teachers according to the number of years 
they had served in the schools, descriptions of the working 
relationships between administration and teachers, school 
and district administration, and among teachers, the 
proportion of staff likely to be involved in the activities 
of the coalition, and the proportion of staff with 
experience in team work toward school improvement. 
The part on information about the community provided 
information on the type of the community served by the 
school which was identified either as urban, suburban, or 
rural. It also contained descriptions of the important 
characteristics of the community which indicated that it had 
the potential for supporting the school’s participation in 
the coalition. The form ends by asking for names, addresses 
and telephone numbers of two people within the school's 
community who could be contacted by the Center for 
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Curriculum Studies regarding the application. 
The information which was received from the referees 
was in answer to these five questions: 
1. Does the school have a reputation for continuing 
efforts to improve its effectiveness? 
2. Does the staff have a reputation for working well 
together? 
3. Does the principal strive to be a constructive 
leader of the staff? 
4. Is the school highly regarded by parents in the 
community? 
5. What contribution would the school be likely to make 
to the work of the coalition? [11] 
The task of the selection committee was to pick ten to 
twelve schools which were ready to cooperate with other 
schools in establishing and maintaining a constructive 
partnership for educational improvement. The specific 
criteria for choosing the schools that were set by the 
center were readiness of the school staff to work 
constructively together, evidence that the school could 
benefit from working on the project, evidence of positive 
community attitude toward the project, and the group of 
schools selected were to represent a variety of demographic 
characteristics. 
Before selecting the schools, the selection committee 
first reviewed the applications and developed its own 
additional criteria which they used in conjunction with 
those suggested by the center. The criteria that were 
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finally used included 
Evidence of need, interest, commitment, sense 
of how school fits in the context of the 
community, purpose of the school's participa- 
lon, what school and university could do 
together, high percentage of staff involve¬ 
ment, supportive community environment, evi¬ 
dence of strong leadership, readiness for 
change, potential for improvement, variety of 
demographic characteristics, area on which to 
work, and evidence that the school could 
contribute to the University School of 
Education. " [12] 
Eleven schools were selected: 
1. Bondsville Elementary School, Bondsville 
2. Daniel B. Brunton School, Springfield 
3. Developmental School, Houstatonic 
4. Gill Elementary School, Gill 
5. Memorial Elementary School, Winchendon 
6. Morningside Community School, Pittsfield 
7. North High, Worcester 
8. Mt. Everett, Sheffield 
9. Powder Mill Middle School, Southwick 
10. Shutesbury Elementary, Shutesbury 
11. Smith Academy, Hatfield 
These schools were widely dispersed across the Western 
Massachusetts region, extending from the western part of 
Worcester County in the East to the Massachusetts-New York 
border in the West, and from the Massachusetts-New Hampshire 
border in the North to the Massachusetts-Connecticut border 
in the South. The distances between the schools ranged from 
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around twenty to over one hundred miles. From Amherst to the 
schools, the distances ranged from approximately ten to 
sixty miles. 
All the schools in the sample were public schools 
representing a variety of grade ranges and other 
characteristics. 
School 01 [133 had a population of 581 students in K-6 
classes. Ninenty percent of them were White and 5 percent 
were of non-White ethnic groups. All the 17 teachers in the 
school were White. Thirty-nine percent had been in the 
school for over 10 years, 50 percent for 4 to 10 years, and 
11 percent for less than 4 years. Between 40 and 100 percent 
of the teachers were likely to be involved in the coalition 
activities, and 35 percent of them had experience in working 
on a team to improve the school’s effectiveness. The school 
was located in an urban working-class community with a 
significant low-income population. Support for the school 
was provided an active Parent Advisory Council, the 
community, and from the central administration. A 
substantial amount of growth was expected to take place in 
the school in the next five years. 
School 02 enrolled 630 White students in its 5-12 
classes. There were 48 teachers, all of them White. Forty- 
two percent of the teachers had been in the school for over 
10 years, 41 percent for 4 to 10 years, and 17 percent for 
76 
less than 4 years. Between 80 and 90 percent of the teachers 
were likely to be involved in the coalition, and 30 percent 
of the teaching staff had experience in team work to improve 
the school's effectiveness. The school was situated in a 
rural community that demonstrated commitment to working with 
the school toward educational excellence. Continued growth 
in the school was expected upto the close of the 1990s. 
School 01 was a K-6 school enrolling 138 White students 
and had a teaching force of 10 White teachers. Twenty 
percent of the teachers had served in the school for over 10 
years, 50 percent had been in the school for less than 4 
years, and 30 percent had been in the school for 4 to 10 
years. All the teachers had experience in working on a team 
to improve the effectiveness of the school and were all 
likely to be involved with the coalition. The school served 
a rural community. The parents of the children who attended 
the school were highly interested in their childrens' 
schooling as was demonstrated by their attendance at school 
functions which was always near 100 percent. Plans were in 
the offing to build additional rooms to the school in order 
to increase enrollment. 
School 04 was a Pre-6 school with 112 students on its 
roll and 7 teachers on the staff. Seven percent of the 
students were of the non-White minority groups, and all the 
teachers were White. About 20 percent of the teachers had 
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worked in the school for over 10 years, 51 percent had been 
there for 4 to 10 years, and 29 percent for less than 4 
years. Over 90 percent of the teachers were likely to 
participate in the coalition’s activities. Twenty-five 
percent of them had experience in team work toward school 
improvement. 
This rural school served a farming community and a 
sizable population of commuters to and from nearby towns. 
The growth of the community was partly influenced by its 
proximity to the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. The 
School Committee's decisions and the commitment of the 
parents and the pride they took in the school were the major 
forces behind the school’s continued search for excellence 
in education. 
School 05. had an all White student population of 308 in 
its K-8 classes and an all White teaching staff of 15. 
Seventy-three percent of the teachers had more than 10 years 
of teaching experience in the school, 20 percent had been in 
the school for more than 3 but not exceeding 10 years, and 7 
percent had been in the school for upto 3 years. Between 80 
and 100 percent of the teachers were likely to be involved 
in the activities of the coalition,and all of them had 
experience in team work toward school improvement. The 
school was in a rural town of blue collar workers. The 
community showed desire and commitment to the best possible 
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education for their children. Community budgetary support 
was high even though enrollment in the school was expected 
to remain stable for 5 to 10 years. 
School Q6 had a student population totalling 568, 2 
percent of them Black, and operated grades 4-8. Of the 40 
all White teachers in the school 50 percent had been there 
for over 10 years, 35 for 4 to 10 years, and 15 percent for 
less than 4 years. At least 40 but not more than 50 percent 
of the teachers were likely to be involved in the activities 
of the Coalition. Four percent of the teachers had 
experience in working as a team to improve the effectiveness 
of the school. The school catered for a suburban community 
of diverse socio-economic backgrounds. Parents demonstrated 
concern with the quality of education their children 
received by exerting influence in the school and the town 
boards. Growth and development projections for at least 5 
years were very favorable. 
School 0Z was a K-4 school with one ungraded Special 
Education class. There were 437 student, 55 percent of them 
White and 45 percent from non-White groups. All the 17 
teachers in the school were White. Seventy-seven percent of 
the teachers had been in the school for over 10 years, 17 
percent had worked in the school for 4 to 10 years, and 6 
percent had worked in the school for 3 years or less. Sixty- 
six percent of the teachers were likely to be involved in 
79 
the Coalition’s activities All f u «. 
‘ A11 the teachers had experience 
in team work toward school imppovement The c_ity 
by the school was urban with a growing number of low.income 
homes. The neighborhood was stable and parents, involvement 
in the school's activities was supportive or quality 
education. Growth, in terms of student enrollment was 
approaching its maximum potential. 
School 08 had an all White student population numbering 
243 in grades 7-12 and an all White teaching staff totalling 
22. Forty-six percent of the teachers had been in the school 
for more than 10 years, and the rest, 54 percent, had been 
in the school for 4 to 10 years. Half the staff were 
expected to be involved in the coalition work. All the 
teachers had experience in working in teams to improve the 
school's effectiveness. The school was located in a small 
rural township inhabited by a farming community and a 
rapidly growing number of young families who were moving 
into newly constructed apartment blocks. The community was 
supportive of the school's efforts toward academic 
excellence. 
School 0 9. had 646 students. Ni nenty-four percent of 
them were White and 6 percent were of ethnic groups. All the 
25 teachers in the school were White. Sixty-eight percent of 
them had been on the school’s staff for at least 11 years, 
23 percent for between 4 and 10 years, and 9 percent for 
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periods not exceeding 3 years. Between 20 and 25 percent of 
the teachers were expected to be involved in the coalition’s 
activities. Over 50 percent of them had experience in team 
work toward improving the school’s effectiveness. Growth in 
the school was expected to increase significantly in the 
next few years. The years prior to 1985 had been a building 
boom period and the town' s demographics were expected to 
change and raise student enrollment in the school. 
School 10 operated grades 9 to 12 for 986 students, 83 
percent of them White and 17 percent minorities. The 
school’s all White faculty numbered 72. Ninenty-nine percent 
of the teachers had been in the school for over 10 years and 
1 percent for between 4 and 10 years. Thirty three percent 
of the teachers were likely to be involved in coalition 
activities and 50 percent had experience in working in teams 
to improve the school’s effectiveness. The students who 
attended the school came from a low-middle-income urban 
community in a tenament neighborhood. Parents’ and the 
community's support was rendered to the school through an 
active School Senate. At the time the school was applying 
for involvement in the Coalition its programs were being 
upgraded to improve the quality of education offered to its 
st udents. 
Table 1 shows the distribution of the schools in the 
sample by county and demographic characteristics. 
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TABLE 1 
The distribution of the schools in the sample by county 
and demographic characteristics [14] 
County School Enrollment Grades Teachers Community 
Berkshire 01 
02 
Franklin 03 
04 
Hampden 05 
06 
07 
Hampshi re 08 
Worcester 09 
10 
Total 10 
581 K - 6 
630 5-12 
138 K - 6 
112 Pr e - 6 
303 K-8 
568 4-8 
437 K-4 
243 7-12 
646 Pre-5 
986 9-12 
4, 644 
26 urban 
48 rural 
10 rural 
7 rural 
15 rural 
40 suburban 
17 urban 
22 rural 
25 suburban 
72 urban 
282 
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03 50 30 20 100 100 04 29 51 20 25 90-100 
0 5 7 20 73 100 80-100 
06 15 35 50 4 40- 50 
07 6 18 76 100 66 
08 0 54 46 100 50 
09 19 13 68 60 20- 25 
10 0 0 100 50 33 
TABLE 1 (continued) 
Proportions of ethnic groups 
School 
Teachers 
White Non-White 
Students 
White Non-White 
01 100 0 95 5 
02 100 0 100 0 
03 100 0 100 0 
04 100 0 93 7 
05 100 0 100 0 
06 100 0 98 2 
07 100 0 55 45 
08 100 0 100 0 
09 100 0 94 6 
1 0 100 0 83 17 
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Sampling of Informants 
Data for the study were collected from two groups of 
people. Statements of priorities for school improvement and 
descriptions of procedure used in deciding priorities were 
collected from the school’s principals. Data that were used 
to construct the conceptual scheme were provided by current 
and former graduate students of the University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst who had experience in methodology 
development and/or curriculum designs. 
Any person who worked or had taken at least an 
introductory course in one or both of these areas of study 
qualified for inclusion in the sample. Of the eleven people 
selected, five were alumni, four of them with Ed. D. degrees 
and one with an M. Ed. degree. All but one of the alumni had 
taken at least one course in methodology development offered 
by the Research and Evaluation Concentration in the School 
of Education, University of Massachusetts at Amherst. The 
other had taken courses in the planning of instructional 
programs for adult education. 
All the others were graduate students in the 
university. Two were doctoral candidates; one was preparing 
to present his dissertation proposal to his Dissertation 
Committee and the other was in the middle of analyzing his 
dissertation data. Three were in doctoral programs and one 
was in a master's/doctoral program. The status and the 
84 
course experiences of these people which qualified them for 
involvement in the study are summarized in Table 2 
TABLE 2 
The Status and Course Experiences of the People 
Selected to Propose the Steps of the 
Conceptual Scheme 
Informant Status 
01 alumna 
02 alumnus 
03 candidate 
04 student 
05 student 
06 alumna 
07 student 
08 student 
09 candidate 
10 alumnus 
11 alumnus 
courses experience 
curriculum/methodology 
me thodology 
curriculum 
me t hodology 
curriculum 
curriculum/me thodology 
curriculum 
curriculum 
me t hodology 
me t hodology 
curriculum/methodology 
Instrumentation 
Three instruments, one for each research objective, 
were used in collecting the data. 
Qbiective 1 
To describe statements of priorities for school 
improvement obtained from selected public 
elementary and secondary school principals. 
A data collection form was designed for use in 
recording statements of priorities reported by the 
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principals. Spaces in which the name of the school, the name 
of the principal, and a code number arbitrarily assigned to 
the school and the principal were to be written were 
provided at the top of the form. Most of the form was blank 
space in which the statements of priorities were written. 
The form is shown in Appendix C. 
Objective 2 
To identify how priorities for school improvement in 
the schools are decided. 
An interview questionnaire developed by the author was 
used to collect data for accomplishing this objective. In 
developing the interview questionnaire, use was made of 
ideas gained from reading the effective schools literature. 
The concept of participatory decision making, which the 
effective schools research has found to correlate with 
school effectiveness, played an important part in the 
planning of the instrument. Participatory decision making in 
schools means teachers and other relevant people in the 
school communities are involved in determining priorities 
for school improvement. The approach requires that the tasks 
performed by the participants are systematically coordinated 
by the principals. It was on the basis of this understanding 
that the researcher began to develop the questionnaire. 
Specifically, the questionnaire was designed to answer 
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two research questions: 
1. What are the procedures used by the principals to 
decide priorities for school improvement? 
2. To what extent are the school staff involved in 
determining priorities for school improvement? 
The development of the instrument went through a series 
of reviews and modifications. The initial draft was reviewed 
by three doctoral candidates in the Center for Curriculum 
Studies. The second draft was discussed with Dr. Robert L. 
Sinclair and Dr. Ralph W. Tyler. The third version was 
reviewed by the staff of the Coalition for School 
Improvement. The fourth review was done by the researcher’s 
Dissertation Committee. 
The purposes of the reviews were to determine whether 
each question was valid in the sense that it would elicit 
information relevant to the research questions, whether the 
questions as a group adequately took care of the objectives 
of the questionnaire, whether the questionnaire was an 
appropriate instrument in the light of the purposes of the 
study, and whether there were technical and/or grammatical 
defects in the questions which would make the information 
obtained unreliable. 
The first two principals to whom the instrument was 
administered were also used to pilot test the questionnaire. 
To do this the two interviewers, one of whom was the 
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researcher, took note of issues and points of clarification 
spontaneously raised by the principals. The interviewers 
also solicited some information by asking the principals for 
their opinions regarding the clarity and appropriateness of 
the questions relative to the objectives of the study. 
The contents of the interview schedule included spaces 
in which to write identification particulars of the data 
source. These were the name of the principal, the name of 
the school, and a code number arbitrarily assigned to both 
the school and the principal to conceal their true 
identities. 
The remainder of the instrument consisted of five 
questions and spaces in which to record responses. Two types 
of responses are called for in the questionnaire: the forced 
response type and the open-ended type. There were two 
questions of the forced response type and both of them 
required "Yes" or "No" answers. In the three open-ended 
questions the respondents were required to give detailed 
responses without being restricted by a set of options. How 
detailed the response could be entirely depended on the 
scope of the question and the information the respondent had 
or was willing to provide. The interview schedule is shown 
in Appendix D. 
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Objective i 
To advance a conceptual scheme for identifying 
priorities for school improvement. 
The procedures outlined in the Hutchinson's 
Metamethodology (Hutchinson, 1984) were used in the 
development of the conceptual scheme. The purpose of 
Metamethodology is to enable a person to develop a 
methodology. It is comprised of systematic, operational, 
standardized set of rules and procedures organized into 
eight major processes, namely: 
1. Prepare to use Metamethodology 
2. Choose a problem area 
3. Choose a purpose for the methodology 
4. Test the purpose for acceptability including a 
consideration of its desirability, definability, 
and practicality 
5. Analyze the implications of the purpose 
6. Operationalize the purpose 
7. Design procedures 
8. Conduct field tests of the methodology 
The use of metamethodology in developing the scheme 
justified by the fact that both schemes and methodologies 
are designed to accomplish definable purposes. Hebster|_s 
Third International Dictionary defines a scheme as 
a plan or program for something to be done: 
a planned undertaking, [a business ...] [a 
was 
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new ... for rural electrification]. [15] 
A methodology is defined as "a systematic, operational, 
standard set of rules and procedures designed to accomplish 
an operationally defined purpose”. [16] 
However, this is not to say that a scheme and a 
methodology are one and the same thing. A scheme differs 
from a methodology with respect to the amount of details and 
the degree of prescriptiveness. A scheme, at least in the 
way it was conceived in this study, is less detailed and 
less prescriptive than a methodology. 
The procedures of Metamethodology were used in the 
development of the scheme in following ways: 
1• Prepare to use metamethodology: 
The researcher took a course in metamethodology and 
in methodologies which were developed using the steps of 
Metamethodology and was conversant with its application. 
2. Choose a problem area of the methodology: 
In this case the problem area chosen was as follows: 
deciding priorities for school improvement. 
3. Choose a purpose of the methodology: 
The purpose chosen was as follows: to generate 
information about student learning useful to people at the 
school level in deciding priorities for school improvement. 
4. Test the purpose for acceptability^ desirability^ 
definability^ and practicability: 
The current demands for greater excellence in 
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schools make the purpose of the scheme acceptable. The need 
for systematic and participatory procedures for use by 
school communities to gather and process data about the 
performance of their schools makes the purpose desirable. 
The key concepts in the purpose-useful information, student 
learning, people at school level, priorities for school 
improvement--can all be defined operationally. 
That is, information is regarded useful if it is used 
in identifying areas of student learning in need of 
improvement. Student learning is operationalizable by 
identifying evidence of the extent to which students have or 
have not achieved the intended outcomes. People at school 
level include principals, their professional staff, other 
school employees, students, parents, and members of the 
community served by the school. Priorities for school 
improvement represent weaknesses in student learning upon 
which the people at the school level decide to improve. 
The purpose is practicable since it is 
operationalizable. Besides, research on effective schools 
has tended to support the belief that principals who 
constantly looked for ways and means of improving student 
achievement through collaborative planning involving various 
groups of people in the schools and the surrounding 
communities were more effective than principals who did not 
practice collaborative decision making. 
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5. Analyze the i.mel ic a £i oqs q£ tfae Eureose: 
The purpose is central to the development of the 
scheme. When the purpose is sufficiently clear, implications 
for the major activities of the scheme are easy to identify. 
In determining the implications of the purpose of the 
scheme, three stimulus statements of the metamethodology 
were applied. 
Stimulus statement 1_ 
Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail to 
accomplish the purpose. 
I_fHEi.LQ.at Ions: 
A. Information is not available. 
B. Information needed is not supplied. 
C. Not all information is available. 
D. Information is not used in deciding priorities. 
E. The principal is deciding the priorities alone. 
F. The staff, students, parents, and community people 
are not cooperating. 
G. Decision makers are unwilling to use certain sources 
of information. 
H. Some kinds of information are not generated because 
of vested interests. 
I. Some useful information is eliminated from the pool 
of data. 
J. The people have no confidence in the scheme. 
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There is a conflict of interests among the users of 
the scheme. 
L* The de=ision makers are disinterested in data 
collection. 
M. No groups are identified to collect and process 
data. 
N. Data sources are not identified. 
O. Methods for analyzing and reporting data are not 
articulated. 
P. The desired information is not specified. 
Q. All data are not reported. 
Stimulus statement 2 
Imagine and write down in what ways you can accomplish 
the purpose avoiding all problems. 
LfflElications 
A. Information is available. 
B. Staff, students, parents, community people are 
involved. 
C. Information is being used. 
D. The principal is not doing it alone. 
E. The staff, students, parents, and community people 
are cooperating. 
F. Decision makers are willing to use all sources and 
kinds of information. 
G. No vested interests are hampering the generation and 
93 
use of information. 
H. There is confidence in the scheme. 
I. Conflict of interests among decision makers is 
nonexistent. 
J. Decision makers and school community are committed 
to collecting and using data. 
K. Data sources and processing methods are identified. 
L. Methods and channels for reporting findings are 
articulated. 
M. Desired information is clearly described. 
N. All data are reported. 
O. Priorities for improvement are identified. 
P. There are no disagreements about the priorities 
decided. 
Stimulus statement 3. 
Imagine the purpose is being accomplished; write down 
what is happening. 
LOBlicat ions 
A. Decisions are made on the basis of information 
gathered. 
B. The school community discusses the findings. 
C. Areas of poor student achievement are identified. 
D. Causes of the problems experienced by students are 
i dent i f i ed. 
E. Alternative solutions are proposed. 
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F. Priorities for improvement are agreed upon. 
G. Working consensus is established. 
H. Principal is involving the people is decision 
maki ng. 
I. The principal is involving teachers, students, 
parents, and community people in decision making. 
To these were added implications which were identified 
from the review of literature. These are: 
J. Missions of the school are Clarified. 
K. Relevant data are gathered. 
L. Priorities are set. 
M. Problems in student learning are identified. 
N. Solutions are formulated. 
O. Significant problems are exposed. 
P. Solutions which appear to be more effective and 
feasible are selected. 
The steps of the first draft of the scheme were 
selected from the implications identified for Stimulus 
statement 3. and those identified in the literature. These 
steps, listed in the order in which they would be performed, 
are: 
1. Establish a decision making group. 
2. Clarify missions of the school. 
3. Identify the kinds of information desired. 
4. Establish working groups. 
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5. Define strategies Tor obtaining information. 
6. Carry out strategies. 
7. Identify significant problems. 
8. Suggest solutions to the problems. 
9. Report significant problems and suggested 
solutions. 
10. Select solutions that seem to be most effective and 
feasible. 
11. Develop plans for implementation. 
6- Operationalize the purpose 
The purpose of the scheme was operationalized by the 
group of people with experience in methodology development 
and/or curriculum designs. These peoples' perceptions of the 
steps of the scheme were obtained by using the form 
presented in Appendix E. The contents of the form included 
background information to the study and directions for the 
respondent. It provided the informants with the purpose of 
the scheme which they were asked to read, and then, based on 
their understanding of the purpose, to suggest an ordered 
list of steps which would enable the scheme to achieve the 
purpose. The details of the operationalization of the 
purpose are presented in Chapter IV. 
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Bata Collection 
All the data except the perceptions of the steps of the 
proposed scheme were collected in 1985. The priorities 
collected in order to accomplish Objective 1 were for the 
1983-84 school year-the year before the formation of the 
coalition. These were collected in the summer and in the 
fall of 1985. The descriptions of the procedures which the 
principals used to decide priorities were obtained in the 
spring. These were for accomplishing Objective 2. 
Perceptions of the steps of the scheme which were for 
meeting the requirements of Objective 3 were obtained in the 
fall of 1986. 
Qbj.ec.tive 1 
To describe statements of priorities for school 
improvement obtained from selected public elementary 
and secondary school principals. 
Statements of priorities for school improvement were 
collected by the researcher in face-to-face settings with 
individual principals. These were either dictated to the 
researcher by the principals or written by the principals 
themselves on the record form. In the instances where the 
statements were dictated the researcher read them back to 
the principals at least once to ensure that the priorities 
were accurately understood and stated by the researcher. In 
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both cases the researcher asked the principals for copies of 
written documents in which the priorities were stated. 
The principal of School 09 wrote the statements on the 
data collection form himself. The principals of schools 01, 
03, 04, 07, and 08 dictated the priorities to the 
researcher. The principals for schools 02, 05, 06, and 10 
produced and gave the researcher copies of written documents 
containing the statements of priorities. In the later case, 
there was no need for writing the priorities on the record 
form. 
Objective 2 
To identify how priorities for school improvement in 
the schools were decided. 
Descriptions of how priorities for school improvement 
were decided in the schools were collected through 
interviews conducted by the researcher with the assistance 
of the coalition staff. Before going into the field the 
assistants were given training in three areas: 1. How to 
conduct the interviews; 2. How to communicate with the 
informants in ways that would elicit relevant information; 
3. How to ensure that the information provided by the 
respondents was accurately recorded. Data obtained from the 
pilot testing partly determined the kind of preparation 
given to the assistants. The training focused on the open- 
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ended questions where the need for further probing-in order 
to clarify or obtain more complete responses-was likely. 
For each open-ended question in the questionnaire, the 
assistants were informed about the variables of the 
investigation and how these variables required clear and 
complete response. If, for example, the question about who 
the people involved in decision making were elicited 
responses like "school board" and "members of the school 
board," the assistants were to seek a clarification on how 
these people were involved in the two capacities. The same 
procedure was used for responses which contained both 
"Student Advisory Council" (SAC) and "students." The 
interviewers were to ascertain that there were other ways in 
which students were involved other than through SAC. The 
need for specific answers was essential in responses to 
question 2 in the questionnaire. 
In the answers to question about how the principals 
went about deciding priorities for their schools the 
interviewers were told to look for roles played by the 
people mentioned in the response to question 2 and the 
sequence in which the tasks were accomplished. That is, the 
interviewers were to ensure that each person or group of 
persons involved in the decision making were associated with 
at least one responsibility and that the responses were 
recorded in ways that depicted the chronological order in 
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Which each task performed formed part of the decision making 
process. 
The preparation that the assistants received regarding 
question 4 also applied to question 5. The only difference 
was that in question 5, there was room for the emergence of 
new participants and responsibilities not mentioned in the 
answer to question 2, or the reassignment of 
responsibilities mentioned in response to question 4. Thus, 
in order for answers to questions 4 and 5 to be complete the 
roles of the people involved and the sequence in which the 
tasks were or are to be carried out must be clearly stated 
and recorded. 
As a measure of verifying accuracy in the recording of 
the responses, each interview was conducted by two people-- 
the researcher and one assistant or by assistants only. The 
interviewers took with them to an interview session two 
copies of the interview schedule. After the principal had 
been introduced to the study and the purpose of the survey, 
the researcher or one of the two interviewers read to the 
principal the questions in the order they are presented in 
the questionnaire. Both interviewers independently recorded 
the verbal responses of the principal on their respective 
copies of the instrument and each of them was free to follow 
up with probing questions whenever he/she felt the answer 
was not clear or complete. 
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Selective ^ 
To advance a conceptual scheme for identifying 
priorities for school improvement. 
Perceptions of the steps of the conceptual scheme were 
obtained by the researcher from the people experienced in 
methodology development .and/or curriculum designs through 
discussions with each one of them. First the researcher gave 
the person being interviewed the form for collecting data so 
that he/she could familiarize with the purpose of the survey 
and what was expected of him/her. After that the researcher 
discussed the points of clarification raised by the 
informant. In the discussions, the researcher gave one or 
two illustrations to help clarify the task for those 
informants who had problems understanding what was required 
of them. 
When the informant was certain of what information was 
required from him/her, the researcher then asked him/her to 
say the steps he/she thought were implied in the purpose of 
the scheme. The general procedure was in four stages. First 
the informant was not compelled to state the steps in the 
order in which they would take place in a real situation. 
Rather, he/she was encouraged to mention the steps as they 
came to his/her mind. In the meantime the researcher wrote 
the steps being mentioned. Before each step was written 
down, it was briefly discussed to clarify what the person 
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meant and how best to state it. 
Second, when the informant was sure that he/she had 
covered all the steps he/she could think of, the task then 
shifted to putting them in the order in which they would 
occur in a real situation. The list of steps was given to 
the informant and he/she was asked to read them to the 
researcher in the order in which they would occur if the 
scheme were being implemented. Meanwhile the researcher 
wrote the steps on another piece of paper. 
Third, at the end of the sequencing of the steps, the 
list of ordered steps was given to the informant to review 
and make any adjustments which he/she thought were 
necessary. Fourth, after the informant had checked made the 
necessary changes, the researcher got back the list and 
entered the steps on the official data collection form. 
CHAPTER iv 
data analysis and findings 
The purpose of this chapter is to report, analyze and 
interpret the data. There were three types of data utilized 
in this study. The first data were about principals' 
perceptions of priorities for school improvement. The second 
were about procedures used by the principals to decide 
priorities. Both of these kinds of data were reported by the 
principals in the study. The third type of data comprised 
reactions of educators experienced in methodology 
development and/or curriculum designs toward the proposed 
conceptual scheme for identifying priorities for school 
improvement. 
The chapter is presented in three sections. Each 
section corresponds to one of the specific objectives of the 
study. The first section discusses the contents of the 
priorities in relation to six research questions pertaining 
to Objective 1. The second section presents, analyzes, and 
interprets the principals' descriptions of the procedures 
they used to identify priorities for improving their schools 
in relation to Objective 2. The third section corresponds to 
Objective 3. It presents, analyzes and interprets data about 
the conceptual scheme collected from a selected group of 
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educators. 
Obiegtive 1 
la da&ccL&e atateaients af ECL2ci.tj.aa Cac actaoai LmEcavamaot 
2btai.nai £C2!B atU2U4 emEUe alamantacy and atEEndacs! 
school ELlncleals. 
To accomplish this objective, content analysis was 
conducted on the priorities in light of six research 
questions. These questions are: 
1. To what extent are principals’ priorities for school 
improvement expressed in terms of student 
learning? 
2. To what extent are the principals' priorities for 
school improvement intended to benefit defined 
groups of learners? 
3. Can the priorities stated in terms of student 
learning be identified with the various levels of 
learning of the cognitive, affective and psychomotor 
domains ? 
4. What is the match between the principals' 
perceptions of priorities for improvement and the 
conventional curriculum content areas? 
5. What is the match between the principals' priorities 
for school improvement and the goals for schooling 
in the United States? 
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6. What are the various patterns of similarities and 
differences among the priorities? 
Before presenting the results of the analysis it is 
important to note that some of the priorities obtained were 
restated by the researcher in order to facilitate more 
meaningful classification of their contents. These were 
statements which, because they contained multiple purposes 
could not be placed into mutually exclusive categories of 
intents. To decipher this problem the multiple intent 
statements (MIS's) were reduced to their component parts or 
single intent statements (SIS's). Illustrations of the two 
types of statements defining directions for school 
improvement reported by the principals are: 
To develop more interaction between parents, 
teachers, and students by planning programs 
in which all can become involved. (MIS) 
To increase parental involvement in curriculum 
decision making. (SIS) 
When it was reduced to its component parts, the first 
illustration produced two SIS's: 
1. To develop more interaction between parents, 
teachers, and student; and 
2. To plan programs in which parents, teachers, 
and students can become involved. 
This task was performed by the researcher using goal 
analysis procedures presented in a training module for 
program evaluators developed by Benedict (1973). Two 
doctoral candidates in the Center for Curriculum studies and 
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one Ed. D. curriculum development major alumna served as 
reviewers. Each reviewer was given a copy of the list of the 
original statements with the corresponding SIS typed 
immediately below each MIS. In addition, the reviewers were 
each given a copy of the training module to study and use as 
criteria for judging the appropriateness of the researcher's 
modifications to the priorities as presented by the 
principals. 
The reviewers independently evaluated the statements on 
the basis of their understanding of the training module. 
Specifically, their task was to determine three things: 
whether the original statements were appropriately 
classified as SIS's or MIS’s; the SIS’s attributed to each 
MIS were appropriate and adequately represented the MIS; and 
whether there were redundancies among the SIS’ s of each MIS. 
Space in which the reviewers were to write their comments or 
suggestions was provided for each statement. 
In order to pass this check it was required that each 
statement be endorsed by all the three reviewers. A meeting 
was arranged between the researcher and each reviewer to 
iron out the differences in opinion expressed in his/her 
comments and/or suggestions. When agreement was not 
forthcoming the other two reviewers were informed of the 
standpoint of the disagreeing reviewer to see if they would 
change their minds and take sides with their colleague. When 
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the matter could not be resolved even with the contributions 
of the other reviewers a clarification of what was intended 
in the priority causing the misunderstanding was obtained 
from the appropriate principal by the researcher through 
telephone. There was only one priority for which a principal 
was contacted for clarification. 
Table 3 presents the raw frequencies of the statements 
of priorities obtained from each school principal in the 
sample. It shows the number of priorities obtained in SIS 
form, priorities obtained in MIS form, SIS’s derived from 
MIS’s, and the total number of SIS’s for each school 
principal. The total for each category is shown in the 
appropriate column along the base of the table. 
Note that the code numbers which in the preceding 
chapter were used to designate schools will from here on be 
used to designate the principals of the schools. This is to 
ensure that the priorities are not interpreted as 
representing the opinions of the people associated with the 
schools. The design of the study does not permit the 
generalization of the priorities beyond perceptions of the 
principals as individuals. 
A total of 105 priority statements were obtained from 
the 10 school principals in the sample. Fifty-nine of them 
were SIS' s and 46 of them were MIS' s. The number of SIS' s 
derived from MIS’s totalled 131. When these were added to 
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the 59 original SIS’ s. 
a pool of 190 SIS's was created. 
TABLE 3 
Frequency of Priorities Reported by Principals 
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Research question 1,_1 
To what extent were the principals' priorities for 
school improvement expressed in terms of student 
learning? 
Table 4 presents the raw frequencies of priorities 
stated in terms of student learning and of priorities not 
stated in terms of student learning for each principal. A 
priority was identified as stated in terms of student 
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learning if it explicitly expressed the intention to 
positively influence student behavior. For example, 
To increase student learning in basic 
communication skills. 
Those priorities which addressed other types of improvements 
were so classified if they did not pass as student learning- 
focused priorities. For example, 
To have each teacher make at least one 
call or send a positive note to each parent. 
Only six or 3.2 percent of the priorities were 
explicitly focused on student learning. The rest were geared 
toward other aspects of schooling which the principals 
regarded as important areas for improvement. The priorities 
expressed in terms of student learning were reported by 
principals 01, 03, and 06. 
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TABLE 4 
Frequency of Priorities Stated in Terms of Student 
Learning and Priorities not Stated in Terms 
of Student Learning for Each Principal 
Student 
School learning Others Total 
01 i 
02 o 
03 1 
04 o 
05 o 
06 4 
07 0 
08 o 
09 0 
10 o 
4 
65 
2 
9 
56 
18 
2 
3 
7 
18 
5 
65 
3 
9 
56 
22 
2 
3 
7 
18 
Total 6 184 190 
Research guest ion 1^2 
To what extent are the principals' priorities for 
school improvement intended to benefit defined groups 
of learners? 
The incidence of priorities focused on improvement 
programs intended to benefit specified sections of the 
student population as opposed to school-wide programs is 
depicted in Table 5. The table shows that 30 priorities 
obtained from six of the ten principals were aimed at 
improvement programs involving certain groups of learners 
and not others. The groups of learners which were identified 
are kindergarteners, 5th graders, 5-8th graders, 6th 
graders. 7-8 graders, 9~12 graders, gifted and talented 
students, noncollege-bound students, and children from 
disadvantaged homes. 
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TABLE 5 
FrintenH»H°f or|.1 es Defining Improvement Programs 
tended to Benefit Specified Groups of Students 
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Seventeen of the priorities were reported by principal 
02. Four were reported by principals 04 and 05. Principals 
01, and 10 reported two priorities each. Principal 06 
reported one priority. Thirteen of the priorities were 
targeted at students in the 9*12 grade range. The 13 
priorities were obtained from principal 02 whose school 
operated grades 5-12. The second largest number of 
priorities focused on gifted and talented students. The 
principals most often identified this group for special 
attention. Four of them reported priorities describing 
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programs to benefit gifted and talented students. 
There were four priorities defining improvement 
programs to benefit students in the grades 5-8 range. Three 
of the priorities were from principals 02. and one was from 
principal 05 who was responsible for a K-8 school. Two 
priorities, both from principal 10 who was in charge or a 9- 
12 schools, described programs for noncollege-bound 
students. Another two priorities described programs for 7-8 
graders were from principal 05. The grade range of Principal 
05' s school included 9-12. 
Improvement programs to benefit 5th graders, 
kindergarten children, 6th graders, and kindergarten 
children from disadvantaged homes were reported by one 
principal each. The 5th graders' program and the one for 
kindergarten children from disadvantaged homes were 
principal 01 who administered a K-6 school. The programs for 
kindergarters and 6th graders were reported by principal 04 
who was in charge of Pre-6 school. 
Here are some of the priorities which described 
programs to benefit specified groups of learners. 
To review grade 7-8 French curriculum. 
To continue the development of a gifted and 
talented program. 
To develop vocational preparation experiences 
that will give appropriate preparation to our 
many noncollege-bound students. 
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fore^??iiSh l fUll'day Kindergarten program 
or children from disadvantaged homes. 
Twenty-two of the 30 the priorities concerned with 
programs for specified groups of learners were about 
improvement programs for pupils at certain grade levels. 
Eight priorities were concerned about programs for gifted 
and talented students, noncollege-bound students, and 
children from disadvantaged homes. In other words, 
approximately 12 percent of the priorities in the sample 
were concerned about student groups defined in terms of 
grade levels, and approximately 4 percent were concerned 
about gifted and talented children, noncol1ege-bound 
students, and children from disadvantaged homes. 
The information portrayed in Table 5 shows that a 
sizable proportion of the principals’ priorities for school 
improvement focused on well defined groups of learners. The 
improvement programs were more often directed at grade 
levels than at groups of students of certain learning 
characteristics or socio-econmic backgrounds. When student 
characteristics were used to describe needy students, the 
data tend to suggest that the principals more readily 
identified gifted and talented learners than they identified 
students experiencing learning difficulties. 
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Research gyestioq 1^^ 
Can the priorities stated in terms of student 
learning be identified with the various levels of 
learning of the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor 
domains? 
The classification of educational objectives into 
cognitive, affective, and psychomotor is generally 
associated with Bloom’s laxonomy of Educational Objectives. 
While recognizing the utility of the other schemes, the 
Taxonomy of Educational Qbiectives was selected for matching 
with the priorities of the principals in this study. Even 
though the taxonomy was developed to facilitate 
communication among college examiners with their colleagues 
about objectives, test items, and test procedures, it has 
also influenced the thinking of many curriculum developers 
and evaluators during the past three decades. The scheme can 
also be useful to elementary and secondary school principals 
in stating priorities for school improvement, preparing test 
items, analyzing standardized tests, building their own 
tests, and most importantly in identifying important 
objectives not previously considered. 
The taxonomy consists of three domains--the cognitive 
domain, the affective domain, and the psychomotor domain. 
Although the psychomotor domain is recognized, the levels of 
learning that go with it have not yet been articulated. The 
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cognitive domain is comprised of six levels of learnrng 
arranged in a hierarchy on the basis of the complexity of 
the behaviors involved. These levels are: i. Knowledge; 2 
Comprehension; 3. Application; 4. Analyse; 5. Synthesis; 6. 
Evaluation. The affective domain is comprised of five levels 
of learning arranged in a continuum of internalisation; the 
process by which a given phenomenon or value progresses from 
a level of bare awareness to a position of some power to 
guide or control a person's reaction. The levels are 
awareness (attending>. receiving, valuing, organisation, and 
characterisation by a value or value complex. 
According to this taxonomy, an educational objective has 
three componenet: 1. Focus on the learners; 2. Description 
of the behavior to be demonstrated in terms of operational 
verbs; 3. Specification of the content with which the 
learner interacts in learning or exhibiting the desired 
behaviors. However, It is the behavioral dimension which is 
the basis for classifying objectives in the taxonomy. 
The priorities in this study were phrased in a manner 
too general to permit one to infer with any degree of 
confidence just to what domain or level of the taxonomy they 
pertain. In general, the priorities were expressed as broad 
statements of curriculum goals. They were not statements of 
specific intended instructional outcomes. 
The relationship between the six priorities focused on 
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student learning and th three domains of the taxonomy is 
displayed in Table 6. The table shows that the fErst, 
second, and fourth priorities belong in the cognitive 
domain, and the third, fifth, and sixth priorities belong in 
the affective domain. It should be recognized that although 
each priority was placed in the indicated domain, in reality 
no objective in one domain is completely devoid of some 
components of the other domains . In the first priority, for 
example, communication skills usually include reading, 
writing, listening, and speaking all of which are variously 
dependent on cognition, affect, and muscular control. 
Therefore these domains represent emphases and perhaps 
biases in the statements of objectives. 
In none of the priorities was it possible to establish 
the level of the intended behaviors. This was due to the 
fact that the priorities were not stated in a manner 
suitable for instructional planning and/or evaluation; they 
did not describe the desired learning on the basis of 
observable behavior. On the contrary, the priorities were 
stated in a manner appropriate for long-range curriculum 
planning guidelines where the task of specifying the 
intended competences is expected to be carried out by the 
curriculum developers at an appropriate time during the 
curriculum development process. 
TABLE 6 
The Match 
of the 
Between the Priorities and the Levels 
Cognitive, affective, and psychomotor 
of learning 
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To increase student learning 
“ — ~ — ~ 
in basic communication skills. X X 
To increase student ability 
to communicate through 
writing. X X 
To improve students' pride. X X 
To improve student achievement. X X 
To improve students’ respect 
for people. X X 
To improve students respect for 
eq uipment. X X 
Key to the Table 
X = Domain of classification 
x = Could not be established 
Research guest ion 1 ,_4 
What is the match between the principals' perceptions 
of priorities for improvement and the conventional 
curriculum content areas? 
The information supplied by the principals indicates 
that the curriculum content areas mentioned in the 
priorities matched the conventional curriculum content areas 
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ln varyinS degrees. The variations were of two types: the 
number of curriculum content areas identified by each 
principal, and the number of principals who identified each 
curriculum content area. Mathematics, basic skills, and 
computers were the most commonly identified content areas. 
Science and social studies were the next, followed by 
English and art in third place. Foreign languages, music, 
and vocational education were the least popular; they were 
each identified by one principal only. 
The number of priorities making mention of various 
curriculum content areas is shown in Table 7. There were 
forty-nine such priorities distributed among eleven 
different curriculum content areas. Twenty-three were 
provided by principal 05, fourteen by principal 02, four by 
principal 01, and three by principal 04. Principals 09 and 
10 contributed two priorities each. No curriculum content 
area-oriented priorities were reported by principals 06, 07, 
and 08. The distribution of the priorities among the 
curriculum areas was: sixteen in basic skills, nine in 
mathematics, five in computers, four in science, three in 
English, and social studies, two in art, foreign languages, 
music, and vocational education, and one in physical 
educat i on. 
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TABLE 7 
The Match Between the Priorities and Conventional 
Curriculum Content Areas 
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The graph presented in Figure 3 illustrates the degree 
of popularity of each content area. The graph shows the 
number of principals who reported priorities focused on each 
of the 11 content areas. Basic skills, mathematics, and 
computer priorities were each targeted by four principals, 
science and social studies by three, English and art by two, 
and foreign languages, music, vocational education, and 
physical education by one principal each. 
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FIGURE 3 
Degree of Popularity of the Conventional 
Content Areas Among the Principal 
Curriculum 
s 
Research guest ion 1^5. 
What is the match between the principals' priorities 
for school improvement and the goals for schooling in 
the United States? 
While it is recognized that there are several different 
ways in which goals for schooling in the United States have 
been classified, the classification scheme presented in A 
Place Called School was selected for use in answering this 
question. This classification was selected because of its 
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empirical foundation, and also because tha goals classified 
in the scheme have been strongly recommended as the starting 
point from which states, districts, and schools should take 
cues in the current educational reform efforts. 
The scheme classifies the goals on the basis of both 
curriculum content or life experiences and student behavior. 
But since there were no priorities reported in ways which 
stipulated student behaviors, it was decided to match the 
priorities with the goal categories on the basis of the 
curriculum content areas mentioned. Since the priorities 
made reference to subject areas it is logical to believe 
that there were implied intentions to influence student 
behavior. There would be no point in a principal deciding, 
for example, "To revamp the mathematics program" or "To 
continue to assess basic skills scores" if the ultimate 
intention was not to positively affect student performance 
in the stated curriculum content areas. The fact that the 
priorities did not specify student achievement as the end 
product does not necessarily mean that the principals did 
not regard school improvement from the view point of 
fostering student achievement. 
The four types of goals for schooling in Goodlad' s 
classification are: 1. Academic goals; 2. Vocational goals; 
3. Social, civic, and cultural goals; 4. Personal goals. 
Academic goals are concerned with mastery of basic skills 
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and fundamental processes as well as intellectual 
development. Vocational goals pertain to career education or 
vocational education. Social, civic, and cultural goals 
refer to the development or interpersonal understanding, 
citizenship participation, enculturation, and moral and 
ethical character. Personal goals embrace intentions aimed 
at developing the emotional and physical well-being of the 
learner, creativity and aesthetic expression. 
The results presented in Table 8 show that most of the 
principals directed more attention to the academic area. Of 
the eight principals who reported priorities associated with 
these goal areas, six had all or most of their priorities in 
the academic goals. Two principals emphasized the social, 
civic, and cultural area and none placed more emphasis on 
vocational or personal areas. 
The number of principals who reported priorities 
pertaining to each of the goal areas was as follows: 
academic goals--seven; vocational goals--one; social, civic, 
and cultural goals--four; and personal goals--two. A total 
of 60 or 32 percent of the priorities belonged in the 
academic goals category. Thirteen matched the social, civic, 
and cultural goals, six corresponded with personal goals, 
and three were cateorized as vocational goals. 
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he Hatch Between the Principals' Priorities 
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Research guest ion 1,_6 
What are the various patterns of similarities and 
differences among the priorities? 
Table 9 shows the different categories which were 
formed by examining and classifying together priorities 
targeted on similar objects. The categories which were 
identified are: school, curriculum, student services, 
students, teachers, and parents. 
1. School--includes priorities having to do with 
T
ot
al
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facility maintenance or appearance; equipment and 
supplies; administrative and management 
responsibilities; school-community relations; 
schedules, and time, space, and energy conservation. 
2. Curriculum--includes priorities pertaining to 
curriculum programs such as general education 
programs, vocational education, basic skills 
programs, and foreign languages programs. 
3. Student services--covers athletic, extra-curricular 
programs; guidance, 'counseling programs; special 
programs; transportation; and food, safety programs. 
4. Students —represents student values, attitudes, 
performance, behavior; student enrollment, 
attendance; student records, needs assessment, 
e valuation. 
5. Teachers — relates to teachers' morale, attitudes, 
values; responsibilities, performance, professional 
needs; support staff; teacher-teacher relations. 
6. Parents--incorporates parent-teacher communication, 
interaction, conferences, and parents involvement in 
instructional decision making. 
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Patterns of Similarities and Differences Among the 
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There were several similarities and differences among 
the principals in terms of the emphasis they placed on the 
six categories. School was the major focus for improvement 
to principals 06, 08, and 10 while parents were unimportant 
(not even one priority in the category) to them. In spite of 
these similarities, these three principals perceived the 
importance of the other categories differently. For example, 
all the other five areas were unimportant to principal 08, 
students were nearly as important as school to principal 06, 
curriculum and teachers were the next most important to 
principal 10 while ha/she considered students the least 
important. 
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Principals 01 and 04 regarded curriculum and student 
services the most pressing areas for improvement. But, 
although school was nearly as important as curriculum to 
principal 04, it was unimportant to principal 01. Only 
principals 02 and 05 spread their priorities across all 
categories. The order of their preferences, however, 
differed. The order of preference for principal 02 was 
student services, school, curriculum and teachers, students 
and lastly parents. For principal 05 the order was 
curriculum, students, school, parents, student services, and 
teachers. 
The similarity between the priorities reported by 
principals 03 and 07 was that they were evenly spread across 
two or three areas respectively. While regarding all the 
other categories unimportant, principal 07 was equally 
concerned with school and teachers, and principal 03 was 
equally concerned with school, curriculum, and parents. 
Principal 03 and principal 07 were also unique in that 
they were the only ones who regarded teachers or parents as 
a top priority area for school improvement. Otherwise the 
general pattern which emerged shows that top priority 
considerations were basically given to school, curriculum, 
and student services. For instance, to none of the 
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principals was students the most important target for 
improvement. The highest consideration students as a focal 
point for improvement received was second most important. 
Conversely, the frequency of unimportant ranking was higher 
among students, teachers, and parents compared to the other 
three categories. 
The patterns of similarities and differences among the 
priorities relative to the types and locations of the 
schools administered by the principals are summarized in 
Table 10. The table shows that curriculum improvements were 
the most important and students were the least important 
among elementary school principals. It is apparent that 
improvements in students were also the least important among 
rural school principals. Urban elementary school principals' 
priorities placed most emphasis on students services and 
teachers in addition to curriculum, and they placed the 
least emphasis on parents and students. 
There were no differences in the preferences of mixed, 
rural, and urban school principals. Their priorities 
stressed school and almost ignored parents. Secondary 
principals' priorities focused on school too, but perceived 
student services and parents to be equally unimportant. 
On the whole, school was the favorite of mixed, 
secondary, rural, and urban school principals. Curriculum 
was the favorite of elementary school principals regradless 
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of whether their schools were in rural or urban areas. 
Parents was the least favored among mixed, secondary, rural 
urban school principals while students was the least 
favored among all elementary school principals. 
TABLE 10 
Patterns of Similarities and Differences Among the 
Priorities Relative to Types and Location of 
the Principals' Schools 
Type of 
principal Sc
ho
ol
 
C
ur
ri
cu
l 
S
tu
de
nt
 
s
e
rv
ic
es
 
S
tu
de
nt
s 
T
ea
ch
er
s 
P
ar
en
ts
 
Elementary 5 10 6 0 2 3 
Mi xed 36 33 25 26 17 6 
Secondary 16 2 0 1 2 0 
Rural Elementary 3 4 3 0 0 2 
Urban Elementary 1 2 2 0 2 0 
Rural 42 31 28 26 17 11 
Urban 14 4 2 1 4 0 
Patterns o£ Similarities and Differences Among the 
Eni.ori.ties which Matched GoodlaiLs Categories of 
Goals for Schooling in the United States 
Similarities were observed among elementary school 
principals, mixed and rural school principals, and secondary 
and urban school principals' priorities. The patterns are 
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illuminated 
frequencies 
principal. 
in Table 11. The figures in the table are 
of Priorities reported by each type of 
raw 
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Elementary school principals attached great importance 
to academic goals regardless of whether their schools were 
in rural or urban settings. Mixed and rural school 
principals also attached great importance to academic goals. 
They differed from elementary school principals in that they 
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also paid attention to social, civic, and cultural goals as 
well as personal goals. Secondary and urban principals were 
alike owing to the fact that they were mainly concerned with 
social, civic, and cultural, and the vocational content 
areas. However, secondary and urban school principals were 
at variance in that secondary school principals were not 
concerned with improvements relating to academic goals and 
yet urban school principals did report priorities expressing 
concern with academic areas. 
B.i.t t e r qs of Similarities and Differences. Among the 
_f.LQCi.ti.es which Matched the Conventional Curriculum 
Content Areas - 
Patterns of similarities and differences among the 
priorities relative to conventional curriculum content areas 
are exhibited in Table 12. The most obvious similarity 
observed was between mixed and rural school principals' 
priorities. Their priorities emphasized basic skills more 
than any of the curriculum content areas which were 
identified. The principals also regarded mathematics the 
next most important curriculum area. While the principals' 
concerns with the rest of the content areas were at low ebb, 
vocational education was definitely not a concern of theirs. 
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Pathprp °f Sjmilarities and Differences Among 
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The close resemblance between mixed and rural school 
principals’ priorities may be explained in two ways. One is 
that all mixed school principals in the sample were drawn 
from rural schools. Hence they dominated the rural 
principals' group. The second possible explanation is that 
it is the mixed school principals who reported the largest 
numbers of priorities in the whole sample. Because the 
priorities reported by the other principals in the rural 
principals’ group were relatively fewer, they had little 
131 
effect in causing a difference in the distribution of the 
priorities among the content areas. 
In the priorities obtained from elementary school 
principals attention was basically on mathematics and 
computers. Basic skills was the second most favored content 
area for them. However, this does not mean that there was no 
difference between rural elementary and urban elementary 
school principals' perceptions of important areas for 
improvement in their schools. The data shows that those 
principals who were in rural elementary schools had higher 
regard for mathematics while those who were in urban 
elementary schools had higher regard for computers. 
One observation worth noting with reference to rural 
and urban elementary school principals is that their 
priorities were confined to mathematics, computers, and 
basic skills. Concern with science and social studies 
reflected in the elementary school principals in general was 
reported by principal 09 who was in a suburban environment. 
The priorities of rural and urban principals were 
conspicuously different. Rural principals spread their 
priorities across all curriculum areas but vocational 
education. Furthermore, rural principals emphasized basic 
skills- Urban principals on the other hand, addressed only 
four areas and stressed computers and vocational education. 
There is an apparent similarity between the priorities of 
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rural principals and those of mixed school principals. 
Patterns of Similarities 
Matched the Cognitive and 
Learning 
Among the EriocLtiea which 
Affective Domains q€ 
The patterns of similarities and differences among the 
priorities which matched the cognitive and affective domains 
are presented in Table 13. It will be recalled that only six 
priorities in the entire sample of priorities were 
classifiable in these domains. The priorities were reported 
by principal 01 (one priority), principal 03 (one priority), 
and principal 06 (four priorities). The table shows that the 
priorities of principals 01 and 03 and one of the priorities 
reported by principal 06 belonged in the cognitive domain. 
Three of principal 06’s priorities belonged in the affective 
domai n. 
Principal 06 was more concerned about the social 
behavior of the students than their cognitive development. 
On the other hand, principals 01 and 03 were not at all 
concerned with the social behavior of students. Instead, 
they were concerned with the students' cognitive 
development. Since none of the three principals reported 
priorities dealing with the psychomotor domain, and since 
the cognitive domain was addressed by all three principals, 
it may be concluded that the priorities which were stated in 
terms of student learning aimed more at improving the mental 
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and intellectual competences of the students 
social behavior and manual skills. 
than at their 
TABLE 13 
PatprioriM.SirllaritieS 3nd Differences Among the 
Matched lh °£Used on student Learning which 
Matched the Cognitive and Affective Domains 
Principal Cognitive Affective Psychomotor 
01 1 
03 i 
0 6 o 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 
Total 3 0 
Table 14 illustrates the distribution of the priorities 
by domain and demographic characteristics of the schools the 
principals administered. Subsequent to the fact that 
principal 01 and 03 were in charge of elementary schools two 
of the priorities in the cognitive domain belonged to 
elementary school principals. Likewise, because principal 06 
was responsible for a mixed school, one priority in the 
cognitive domain and all three in the affective domain 
belonged to mixed school principals. One of the elementary 
schools and the mixed school served rural communities. The 
other elementary school was in an urban setting. 
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TABLE 14 
Type of principal Cognitive 
Affective Psychomotor 
Elementary 
Mi xed 
2 
1 
0 
3 
0 
0 
Rural Elementary 
Urban Elementary 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Urban 
Rural 
1 
2 
0 
3 
0 
0 
The principals were similar in that none of them 
reported priorities in the psychomotor domain. There were no 
similarities between elementary and mixed school principals' 
priorities. The former emphasized the cognitive domain while 
the later emphasized the affective domain. There were also 
no similarities between urban and rural principals' 
priorities since the urban principal's interest was solely 
in the cognitive domain while rural principals' interests 
were in both the cognitive and the affective domains with 
more emphasis on the later. 
patterns of Similarities arid Differences among 
the Priorities Defining Groups of Learnres 
An earlier analysis discovered that there were 30 
priorities describing programs intended for specified groups 
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students. The Priorities were obtained from principals 
01' °2’ 0'', °5’ °6, and 10' The distribution of the 
priorities is presented in Table 15. 
The table shows that elementary school principals 
attached greater importance to programs for gifted and 
talented students. Mixed school principals observed a 
greater need to improve programs at grades 9-12 and 
secondary school principals stressed programs for 
noncollege-bound students. 
TABLE 15 
Patterns of Similarities and Differences among the 
Priorities Defing Groups of Learners 
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The priorities for elementary school principals were 
equally distributed between programs aimed at grade levels 
and programs aimed at students of certain characteristics. 
The priorities for mixed school principals were greatly 
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biased toward programs for grade groups. Secondary school 
principals' priorities were uncontestedly in favor of 
programs which would benefit individual students exhibiting 
certain learning or socio-economic dispositions. 
In as far as programs for students defined in terms 
other than grade levels were concerned, elementary and mixed 
school principals priorities were similar; they both 
identified gifted and talented students more frequently than 
they identified the others. For example, elementary 
principals identified students from disadvantaged homes 
fewer times than they identified gifted and talented 
students. 
Urban and rural principals priorities were markedly 
different. The former emphasized the needs of noncollege- 
bound students while the later emphasized the needs of 
grades 9~12 students. The priorities for urban principals 
were more like those for secondary school principals and 
those of rural principals were more like those of mixed and 
elementary school principals. The possible reasons for these 
likenesses are: 1. Mixed school principals dominated the 
rural principals group; The urban principals' group was 
comprised of one elementary and one secondary principals who 
reported very fewer priorities compared to mixed school 
principals. 
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Two resaerch questions were posed as means for 
attaining this objective. 
Research question 2,_1 
What are the processes used to decide priorities for 
school improvement? 
The data for answering this question are presented in 
two stages. First, the procedures used by each principal are 
described, highlighting the people involved, the nature of 
their involvements, and the sequence in which the activities 
were executed. Second, the frequencies with which the people 
mentioned were involved in the different roles are depicted 
in frequency distribution tables. 
Descriptions of procedures: The procedure for setting 
priorities for school improvement in principal 01' s school 
was a strict prerogative of the principal, the 
superintendent, and the school committee. These people 
decided the priorities individually or collaboratively 
basing on their perceptions of the students’ needs and 
depending on the programs they see in other schools. 
Principal 02 decided priorities for his/her school on 
the basis of data obtained through surveys. Perceptions of 
of aspects of schooling in need of improvement were obtained 
from teachers, parents, students, members of the community, 
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and local businesses. The survey instrument used were 
designed by the principal's faculty advisory council. The 
data obtained were processed by the council and then given 
to the principal to use in making the decisions. Teachers 
were informed of the priorities decided and discussed them 
at faculty meetings. These discussions were not for the 
purpose of influencing the principal's decisions, but rather 
to clarify what the implications of the decisions would be 
on the teachers and teaching. 
During the 1983-84 school year, the local school 
committee appointed a special committee to examine the 
performance of schools in the district and make 
recommendations that would bring about quality education for 
the children through the 1990s. Fifty-five (fifteen local 
citizens and forty school employees, students, and school 
committee members) people were involved in task force groups 
which investigated different aspects of schooling and 
reported their findings to the special committee. The 
principal's priorities for the 1984-85 school year included 
several of the special committee's recommendations accepted 
by the school committee. 
Principal 03, together with the superintendent, and the 
school committee decided priorities for the school based on 
their perceptions. Sometimes the decisions were influenced 
by the workshops and seminars that teachers and/or the 
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principal attended. For examnlp . 
example, the emphasis on writing 
Which was i„ place in the school in th# 1g84.85 aohool ^ 
grew out of a series of union-wide writing workshops some of 
the teachers had attended. The decision to involve the 
school in Gesel also was instigated by the principal's 
participation in Gesel workshops. 
Principal 04 was not the one or even one of the people 
who set priorities for school improvement. The principal 
assembled and synthesized information for use by the school 
committee in deciding directions for school improvement. The 
school's priorities were set in reaction to specific 
problems or whenever a condition unconducive to school 
effectiveness arose. The principal reacted by obtaining 
suggestions of ways of reversing the condition from 
teachers, parents, the school committee and the 
superintendent. 
Staff meetings were used as the forum for teachers to 
express their views about problems facing the school and the 
ways and means of solving the problem. The views of the 
superintendent and the school committee were sampled by the 
principal in formal and informal consultative meetings. 
Parents' observations were obtained by means of 
opinionnaires constructed by the principal. All the data 
were processed and synthesized by the principal. The 
resulting information was presented to the school committee, 
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who, after weighing the alternative solutions against the 
required resources decided upon the direction for school 
improvement. 
Principal 05 either implemented priorities decided by 
the superintendent or implemented his/her own priorities. In 
both cases the priorities were decided on the basis of what 
was observed in the school. The procedure the principal used 
was, first he/she identified the aspects of the school that 
he/she thought needed improvement. Then he/she presented 
the perceptions to the teachers for their comments and 
suggestions. 
In the meantime, the principal would be collecting 
parents' opinions using less structured procedures like 
informal discussions. The comments and suggestions made by 
the teachers were synthesized and analyzed by the principal 
after which he/she made the final decision of the priorities 
to be addressed. Teachers were informed of the final 
decisions in staff meetings. Whether or not these decisions 
reflected the reachers' perceptions were not open to further 
consideration. 
Principal 06 involved teachers, parents, and students 
in identifying priorities for school improvement. Teachers 
were asked to independently identify aspects of strengths 
and weaknesses in the school. After that the teachers formed 
into groups of two persons and discussed each other's 
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observations so that they could agree on one or two most 
important strengths and weaknesses of the school. The next 
step was to combine the pairs into groups of four to examine 
the areas agreed upon by the pairs comprising the groups. 
This system of grouping went on until all teachers met as a 
group. The weaknesses and solutions which received the 
consensus of the teachers became the foci for improvement. 
Parents and community members were also asked to follow 
the same process. But because for them it was a voluntary 
undertaking since community people do not spend as much time 
in one place as teachers do in school, the arrangement was 
less productive. However, the principal supplemented it by 
informally discussing with them the school's strengths and 
weaknesses whenever chance allowed. 
Needs data were obtained from students by the principal 
through informal discussions, unobtrusive observation of 
their behaviors, the Principal’s Advisory Committee, and 
through standardized instruments like the Quality of School 
Life Scale for measuring school climate. These data and 
those from parents were collected in time to be considered 
together with the teachers’ at the faculty meetings where 
priorities were decided. 
The way priorities for school improvement were decided 
by principal 07 made use of information obtained from 
teachers and parents. Small groups of teachers discussed and 
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identified the priorities they felt their school needed to 
address and submitted them to the principal. Information was 
obtained from parents through both informal and formal 
discussions. Parent Teacher Organization conferences were 
used as the forum at which parents voiced the needs of their 
children and where the principal would sample the opinions 
of the parents. Using data from these two sources, the 
principal decided what aspects of schooling were to receive 
added emphases. 
Principal 08 decided his/her school's priorities on the 
basis of information obtained in a relaxed manner from 
teachers, students, parents, school committee, finance board 
members, and town officials. He/she chose the priorities in 
reaction to concerns spontaneously expressed by these people 
individually or in their official responsibility settings 
such as School Committee, Finance Board, and Town Board 
meetings. 
Principal 09 did not involve anybody in anything that 
related to deciding priorities for school improvement. This 
responsibility was entirely his/hers alone. Therefore, 
his/her perceptions of what was happening in the school were 
the only foundations of the decisions. 
A two-step approach involving teachers was used by 
principal 10. First, department heads met with their 
teachers to identify needs for improvement in their 
143 
curriculum areas. Second, general staff meetings were called 
at which the needs identified by the departments were 
discussed. The meetings were not for selecting priorities, 
but for the principal to get some information regarding 
teachers* opinions about possible areas for improvement. The 
principal selected what to be improved upon and informed the 
staff at a later date. 
Frequency of involvement and role§.: The components of 
the procedures described by the principals are summarized in 
Table 16. Indicated in the table are the people ivolved and 
the roles they play. The roles which were identified are: 
1. Collecting data. 
2. Processing, synthesizing, and organizing data. 
3. Providing data. 
4. Making decisions 
5. Designing methods, instruments or techniques for 
collecting data. 
The frequency with which the participants are involved in 
these roles is presented in Table 17. The table reveals that 
the principals occupied themselves in deciding priorities 
for school improvement more than they allowed for the 
participation of the other people in their school 
communities. Eight of them were the decision makers, three 
designed the methods and techniques for collecting 
information, two collected data or processed the data, and 
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one performed the role of data source. 
TABLE 16 
People Involved in the Procedures for Deciding 
Priorities and their Roles 
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TABLE 16 (continued) 
Participants 
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Superintendent 
Principal 06 
Teachers 
Students 
Advisory Committee 
Parents 
Principal 07 
Teachers 
Parents 
Principal 08 
Teachers 
School Committee 
Parents 
Students 
Town officials 
Finance Board 
Principal 09 
Principal 10 
Teachers 
ro «T3 
-M 
fO <o +-> 
"O -a <o 
T3 
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C c CD 
*r- • r— c 
-M to •(“ 
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X X X X 
X 
X 
X X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
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TABLE 17 
Frequency 
People 
of Involvement in the Various Roles of the 
Mentioned in the Principals’ Descritions 
of their Procedures 
Participants 
Principals 
Teachers (a) 
Parents 
School 
Commit tee 
Superintendent 
Special 
commi11 ee 
Students ( b) 
Community ( c) 
ra ra 
CO 
c 4-> 4-> ra o <a ra 4-J 
“o "O ra CO 
X3 >p. C7) CD u c c CD at 
•r* 
4-> CO C XJ 
CO ■a CD 
CD <d •r— C 1— u > •r— 
«— o o 
o i- S- ra CJ Q. Q_ 
2 2 1 8 
1 1 7 1 
0 0 7 0 
0 0 2 4 
0 0 1 4 
1 1 1 0 
0 0 3 0 
0 0 4 0 
<✓) 
+-> 
cd c 
C O) 
•r- E 
tZ 13 
cd i_ 
•r- +J 
(/) 10 
Ol c Q 
3 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Key to the table 
(a) Includes Fucalty Advisory Council and Advisory 
Commit tee 
(b) Includes Principal's Advisory Committee. 
(c) Includes Business community, town officials, 
and Finance Board. 
The people whom the principals most frequently involved 
were teachers. Seven principals involved teachers in the 
data source capacity. Only one principal allowed teachers to 
make decisions, collect data, design methods and techniques 
for data collection, or process data. 
Parents and school committees were second to teachers in 
the frequency of their involvement. All principals who made 
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use of parents, assigned them the data source role. School 
committees were used by two principals as data sources and 
by four principals in the decision making role. 
Superintendents were less involved than teachers and 
school committees. Superintendents provided data to one 
principal and were reported to be the decision makers or 
among the decision makers by 4 principals. 
Where special committees were set up they performed 
three functions: providing, collecting, and processing data. 
Although students were involved as often as special 
committees, their role was restricted to providing data. 
Community members were involved by four principals and their 
role was providing data. 
Table 17 also reveals that all the people mentioned by 
the principals' were involved in providing data. The people 
were hardly involved in the other roles. The major 
activities containde in the procedures described were 
providing gata and making decisions. The table shows that 
there was little activity involving designing instrument, 
collecting data, and processing data. This may indicate 
informality or lack of orderliness in the procedures 
employed by the principals. And yet, it is clear from Table 
18 that the principals perceived their procedures as being 
systematic by a six to four majority. 
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TABLE 18 
Frequency of Principals who Perceived 
as Systematic and those who Perceived 
as Unsystematic 
their 
their 
Procedures 
Procedures 
Principal 
systematic unsystematic 
01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
x 
x 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
Total 6 4 
Research guestion 2 ,_2 
To what extent are the teachers involved in 
determining priorities for school improvement? 
The principals who involved teachers in determining 
priorities for school improvement, and those who did not 
involve teachers are shown in Table 19. Six principals 
involved their teachers and four did not. Incidentally, the 
principals who involved their teachers thought that their 
procedures were systematic while those who did not involve 
their teachers thought their procedures were not systematic. 
In fact, the larger the number of different people the 
principals involved, the more they tended to regard their 
procedures as systematic. This is in spite of the fact that 
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the data do not provide clear evidence of connections 
between the peoples' involvement and the how the information 
they provided was used in making decisions. 
TABLE 19 
Frequency of Principals who Involved their Teachers 
and those who did not Involve their Teachers in 
Determing Priorities for School Improvement 
Principal 
Teachers 
involved 
Teachers 
not involved 
01 
02 X 
X 
03 X 
04 X 
05 X 
06 X 
07 X 
08 X 
09 X 
10 X 
Total 6 4 
The information about the people other than teachers 
who were involved by each principal in the identification of 
priorities for school improvement is summarized in Table 20. 
Parents were the most frequently mentioned group followed by 
school committee and superintendent in the second place. 
Students were the third most frequently mentioned. Parents' 
councils came fourth, and business community people, 
community members, finance board members, town officials, 
and special committees were the least mentioned. 
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TABLE 20 
People Involved in the Principals’ Procedures and the 
requencies of their Involvement in Each Role 
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+-> r— •r— c 
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CD o O) -o CD E 03 c o 03 
s_ sz Cl Z3 i- 00 E c 3 CD +-> 
Principal 
03 
CL. 
o 
oo 
13 
tn 
+-> 
C/3 
03 
D. 
Z3 
CO 
o 
C_) 
•r— 
Ll- 
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01 X X 2 
02 X X X X X X X X 8 
03 X X 2 
04 X X X 3 
05 X X X 2 
06 X X 2 
07 X 1 
08 X X X X X 5 
09 0 
10 0 
Total 6 5 5 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 26 
Principal 02 involved more people than any other 
principal in the sample. If the principals are listed in a 
descending order on the basis of the number of people they 
involved, principal 08 would come second, then 04 and 05 in 
third place, followed by 01, 03, and 06 in fourth place. 
Principal 07 would be in fifth, and principals 09 and 10, 
who did not involve any of the people listed, would be in 
the sixth place. 
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school imfirovenient. 
The initial draft of the conceptual scheme was 
developed in Chapter III by implementing steps 1-5 of 
Metamethodology and by incorporating the activities involved 
in school-based improvements discussed in the literature. 
The steps of the draft scheme are: 
1. Establish decision making group. 
2. Clarify missions of the school. 
3. Identify the kinds of information desired. 
4. Establish working groups. 
5. Define strategies for obtaining information. 
6. Carry out strategies. 
7. Identify significant problems. 
8. Suggest solutions to the problems. 
9. Report significant problems and suggested solutions. 
10. Select solutions that seem to be most effective and 
feasible. 
11. Develop plans for implementation. 
The second source of perceptions of the steps of the 
scheme was a group of students in and alumni of the School 
of Education, University of Massachusetts at Amherst. The 
steps proposed by these people are reported and analyzed in 
order to operationalize the purpose of the scheme as 
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required in Step 6 of the Metamethodology. 
The steps of the scheme identified in the purpose by 
these people are: 
Informant 1: 
1. Clarify the mission of the school. 
2. Form task forces. 
3. Identify areas of performance to be investigated. 
4. Identify methods of obtaining needs information. 
5. Determine the definers of needs. 
6. Determine the nature of supporting evdence. 
7. Identify discrepancies between what is and what 
should be. 
8. Determine causes of the probems. 
9. Determine alternative solutions to the problems. 
10. Develop criteria for prioritizing the problems and 
alternative solutions. 
11. Prioritize the problems and solutions. 
12. Present the problems and solutions to a general 
meeting of all people involve. 
13. Select priorities for improvement. 
14. Prepare implementation plan. 
Lnformant 2: Two people worked together in identifying 
implications. 
1. Define the area of student learning. 
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2. Define the people at school level to be involved. 
3. Identify learning problems of students. 
4. Arrange the problems in order of priority. 
5. Determine causes of poor student performance 
associated with learning problems. 
6. Inform parents and community of identified problem 
areas in student learning. 
7. Clarify goals and steps for improvement. 
8. Identify decision makers. 
9. Identify functions of groups of people. 
10. Distribute responsibilities to interested parties. 
11. Establish criteria for measuring student 
performance. 
12. Define how to measure learning. 
13. Measure learning. 
14. Establish time limit for evaluation. 
Informant 3.: 
1. Define student learning. 
2. Define indicators of student learning. 
3. Define instruments for measuring indicators. 
4. Define sources of information. 
5. Define how information is to be collected. 
6. Define how to organize and summarize information. 
7. Report information to community. 
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8. Prioritize problem areas. 
9. Determine possible solutions. 
10. Determine resources for each possible solution. 
11. Select appropriate solution. 
12. Plan improvement process. 
Informant 4: 
1. Understand the scheme. 
2. Define student learning. 
3. Identify indicators of student learning. 
4. Identify decision makers. 
5. Understand the changes to be realized from the use 
of the scheme, i.e., changes in criteria, indicators 
and overall scheme. 
6. Determine how the decision is to be made on each of 
aspects 1-5. 
7. Identify sources of information for indicators and 
criteria. 
8. Determine how the information is to be collected 
(techniques, instruments, processes). 
Informant 5.: Two people worked together in identifying 
implications. 
1. Determine performance levels and standards. 
2. Identify students with special needs. 
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3. Determine causes of poor performance with special 
attention on teachers and classroom environments. 
4. Determine indicators of areas of concern. 
5. Evaluate the existing programs to determine the 
effectiveness in meeting students’ needs. 
6. Determine resources especially budgetary 
implications. 
7. Select areas for improvement. 
8. Determine definers of needs for improvements. 
9. Identify priority areas from the list of needs. 
10. Definers to assign weights to each priority item. 
Informant 6: 
1. Form a decision making committee presided by the 
principal. 
2. Identify and state the goals of the schools. 
3. Specify what is meant by student learning ( e. g. , 
academic achievement). 
4. Specify what is meant by school improvement. 
5. Identify definers of needs (people associated with 
the school). 
6. Determine methods for identifying needs. 
7. Identify needs. 
8. Determine criteria for prioritizing needs. 
9. Prioritize needs on the basis of the criteria. 
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10. Select priorities for improvement. 
11. Plan when and how to evaluate progress. 
Informant 
1. Inform parents and community about the state of 
affairs in the school through expert opinion. 
2. Inform people about options for improving the state 
of affairs. 
3. Get people's' opinions about the options to be 
addressed. 
4. Distribute the analysis of the opinions to all 
respondents. 
5. Ask respondants to give reasons why seemingly widely 
favored options which they disagree with should not 
be addressed. 
6. Set criteria for making final decision ( e. g. , point 
of convergence of the opinions). 
informant 8: 
1. Identify people to be involved. 
2. Form working groups. 
3. Identify strengths and weaknesses. 
4. Identify the related impelling and impeding forces. 
5. Identify criteria for prioritizing problems and 
alternative solutions. 
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6. Rank-order problems and solutions. 
7. Report problems and solutions to the people 
involved. 
8. Chooses priorities for improvement from the 
problems. 
9. Choose solutions from those presented by the groups. 
LQ£QL0]ant <£: 
1. Define student learning. 
2. Define priorities for school improvement. 
3. Determine indicators of student learning. 
4. Define school people. 
5. Identify sources of information. 
6. Determine how to collect information. 
7. Decide who is to collect information. 
8. Identify the to make decisions. 
9. Determine if information gathered is sufficient. 
10. Analyze/synthesize information. 
11. Determine criteria for selecting priorities. 
12. Rank the priorities in terms of the criteria. 
13. Select priorities to be addressed. 
On analyzing these steps it was found that they formed 
three distinct clusters: 1. Those similar to or identical 
with the steps of the draft scheme; 2. Those which were part 
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or extensions of the steps of the draft scheme; 3. Those 
which were neither similar nor extensions of the steps 
suggested in the draft scheme. In other words, the 
informants’ steps in the third category comprised steps 
which were not identified by the researcher. Table 21 
presents the steps of the draft scheme and the steps 
suggested by the informants. The numbers in brackets at the 
end of each step in the informants' column refer to the 
informant who suggested the step. 
TABLE 21 
The Steps Proposed by the Informants which were similar to 
the Steps of the Draft Scheme 
Step of the draft Step proposed by informant 
1. Establish decision¬ 
making group. 
- Identify decision makers. (2,4) 
- Form decision-making committee 
presided by the principal. (6) 
- Identify the people to make the 
decisions. (9) 
2. Clarify missions 
of the school. 
- Clarify the mission of the 
school. (1) 
- Identify and state the goals of 
school. (6) 
3. Identify the kinds 
of information 
desi red. 
- Define sources of information. (3) 
- Identify indicators of student 
learni ng. ( 4) 
4. Establish working 
groups. 
- Form task forces. (1) 
- Identify functions of groups of 
people. (2) 
- Form working groups. (8) 
5. Define strategies 
for obtaining 
- Identify methods for obtaining 
needs information. (1) 
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TABLE 21 (continued) 
information. [ - Define how information is to be 
j collected. (4) 
! “ Determine methods for identifying 
! needs. (6) 
! ~ Determine how to collect 
! information. ( 9) 
6. Carry out 
strategies. 
7. Identify 
significant 
problems 
8. Suggest solutions 
to the problems. 
9. Report significant 
problems and 
suggested 
solutions. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
- Identify discrepancies between 
what is and what should be. (1) 
- Identify learning problems of 
students. (2) 
- Identify priority areas from the 
list of needs. ( 5) 
- Get peoples' opinions about 
options to be addressed. (7) 
- Choose priorities for improvement 
from problems. ( 8) 
- Identify strengths and weaknesses. 
- Determine alternative solutions to 
the problems. (1) 
- Determine possible solutions. (3) 
- Present the problems and solutions 
to a general meeting of all people 
involved. (1) 
- Inform parents and community of 
identified problem areas in 
student learning. (2) 
- Report information to 
communi t y. ( 3) 
- Inform people about options to be 
addressed. (7) 
- Distribute the analysis of the 
opinions to all respondents. (7) 
- Inform parents about the state of 
affairs in the school. (7) 
- Report problems and solutions to 
all involved. ( 8) 
10. Select solutions ! - Select priorities for 
that seem to be ! improvement. (1,6) 
effective and i - Select appropriate solutions. (3) 
feasible. ! - Choose solutions from those 
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TABLE 21 (continued) 
presented by the groups. (8) 
11. Develop plans for ! 
implementation. | 
I 
I 
I 
Prepare implementation plans. (1) 
Clarify goals and steps for 
improvement. ( 2) 
Plan improvement process. ( 3) 
Table 21 makes it apparent that each step, except Step 
6, in the draft scheme had at least two counterparts among 
the steps suggested by the informants. The informants’ steps 
which were part or extensions of these steps are included in 
the descriptions of what would be involved at each step. 
Principals' responses to item 5 in the questionnaire 
are also considered in describing the activities at each 
step of the scheme. Item 5 was included in the questionnaire 
in oredr to determine if the principals had developed new 
ideas about ways of identifying priorities after being 
exposed to the basic principles of the Coalition through 
conferences and interaction with the coalition staff. 
The kinds of activities which the principals said they 
would include or do differently in their procedures in 
future are presented in Table 22. The table compares the 
principals' reponses to item 4 in the questionnaire (current 
procedures in brackets) with their responses to item 5 
(planned procedures not in brackets). 
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TABLE 22 
A Comparison of Current and Planned Procedures 
for Identifying Priorities Described 
by the Principals 
People 
Involved 
CO 
oj ■M 
<u o c 
> c QJ 
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<D 4-> ■ ?— c <u CD a; 
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,—. qj o ,— CO o 
o -a O QJ s_ 
o ►—i Q. * <_> O a. 
Principals 1( 0) 2 ( 0) 
Teachers 2 ( 0) 4 ( 0) 
Parents 0( 0) 2 ( 0) 
School Committee 0( 0) 1( 0) 
Superintendent 0( 0) 1( 0) 
Special committee 0( 0) 3( 0) 
Students 0( 0) 2 ( 0) 
Communit y 1( 0) 2 ( 0) 
1(1) 5( 8) 2 ( 2) 2 ( 3) 2 ( 2) 
9( 7) 7 ( 1) 1( 1) 0( 1) 3( 1) 
7( 7) 1( 0) 0( 0) 0( 0) 0( 0) 
3( 2) 3( 4) 0( 0) 0( 0) 0( 0) 
2 ( 1) 1( 4) 0( 0) 0( 0) 0( 0) 
4 ( 1) 3( 0) 1( 1) 2 ( 0) 1( 1) 
3( 3) 1( 0) 0( 0) 0( 0) 0( 0) 
4( 4) 2 ( 0) 0( 0) 1( 0) 0( 0) 
n = 1 0 
The table shows two activities which the principals did 
not mention in their descriptions of their current 
procedures, but which they mentioned in describing their 
planned procedures. These activities are: 1. Identifying 
evidence in support of the observed strengths and/or 
weaknesses; 2. Collecting these evidence. The people whom 
the principals would involve the most in these activities 
are teachers. The table also shows that some principals 
planned to redistribute responsibilities among the people 
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involved. The changes which were palnned in the decision¬ 
making are: 1. Three pricipals planned to give up the 
decision-making role; 2. Six more principals planned to 
involve teachers; 3. One principal would not involve school 
committee; 4. Three principals would not involve 
superintendents; 5. Three would establish special committees 
for the purpose of determing priorities for school 
i mprovement. 
The changes in the data source role are as follows: 1. 
Two more principals would make use of teachers; 2. One more 
principal would involve the school committee; 3. One more 
principal would involve the superintendent; 4. Three more 
principals would assign the responsibility to a special 
committee. 
The Proposed Conceptual Scheme 
There was one step identified by source four which was 
neither similar to nor part of any of the tentative steps. 
This was "Understanding the scheme." A decision had to be 
made whether or not to include this implication in the steps 
of the scheme. It was decided that the implication was 
important and therefore, deserved a place as a major step in 
the scheme. Its most logical place was found to be between 
"Establish decision-making group" and "Clarify missions of 
the school. " 
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This addition brought the number of steps in the scheme 
to 12. These steps are: 
1. Establish a decision-making group. 
2. Understand the scheme. 
3. Clarify missions of the school. 
4. Identify the kinds of information desired. 
5. Establish working groups. 
6. Define strategies for obtaining information. 
7. Carry out strategies. 
8. Identify significant problems. 
9. Suggest solutions. 
10. Report significant problems and solutions. 
11. Select solutions. 
12. Develop plans for implementation. 
Note that the step "Carry out strategies" which did not 
have counterparts among the implications identified by the 
nine sources was retained in the proposed scheme. Dropping 
it from the scheme on the grounds that it was not one of the 
implications noticed by the sources would create a gap in 
the flow of activities. Besides, there were several 
implications identified by the sources which, according to 
the author, were part or extensions of the step. 
Furthermore, there is no way in which one would advance from 
defining strategies of obtaining information to identifying 
significant problems without interjecting the actual data 
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collection in between them. The step was both a logical and 
practical necessity in the scheme. 
Three caveats are in order at this stage. One is that 
these steps are not rules which must be followed in the 
order in which they are presented. Some principals may, for 
example, find it more reasonable to begin by clarifying the 
missions of the school while others may, after establishing 
a decision-making group, clarify the missions before 
familiarizing themselves with the scheme. Principals are 
free to transpose certain adjacent steps if the 
circumstances prevailing in their schools permit or require 
them to do so. 
The scheme can also be adopted at any point in the 
school’s efforts to identify priorities. If a pricipal 
thinking about using the scheme has already done some of the 
steps, there would be no need for repeating those steps. 
Rather, what he/she needs to do is to accurately determine 
the last activity that was performed, identify its place in 
the scheme, and enter the scheme at the step following. 
Therefore, the second caveat is that it would be 
improper to begin using the scheme at, say Step 7, knowing 
that the missions of the school were not clarified. What 
would be proper is to clarify the missions first and then go 
to Step 7. This is of course assuming that clarifying the 
goals at that point in time does not invalidate Steps 4, 5, 
165 
and 6. If these steps are affected the necessary adjustments 
should be done before continuing at Step 7. 
The third caveat is that the author is aware of the 
existence of principals who are outstanding educational 
leaders and planners. These principals would not need this 
scheme since they already use cooperative decision making 
strategies which the scheme is proposing. Even for those 
principals who may think they need the scheme it is 
advisable that they make an objective assessment of their 
procedures and compare them with this scheme before adopting 
it. It would be even wiser to evaluate the scheme against 
other schemes, methods, or methodologies for deciding 
priorities for school improvement of which they are aware. 
Otherwise this scheme is meant for those principals who need 
it; those who do not have or know of better ways of deciding 
priorities. The steps of the scheme are discussed next. 
Step Establish a decision-making group: 
The scheme is founded on the concept of participatory 
decision making and concerted action. Hence, the first step 
in the scheme is to set up a team or committee and charge it 
with the responsibility of making decisions. Membership to 
the group should be open to all the people in the school 
community and not confined to the school staff only. 
Research strongly supports the contention that schools that 
166 
have made great improvements in the learning of their 
students accomplished this through the concerted efforts of 
their teachers with cooperation from parents and other 
interested persons in their community. A variety of groups 
of people in the school community including teachers, 
parents, nonparent community members, and students should be 
represented. Student involvement in the group will depend on 
their age and/or mental maturity. 
The principal should make use of his/her leadership 
position to get the process of recruiting participants in 
motion. He/she may begin by asking for volunteers and then, 
depending on the response received, make personal contacts 
using techniques like persuasion until the group is put 
together. For this purpose the principal may stratify the 
community into broadly defined sections like bussiness 
community, academician community, professional community and 
draw representatives from each of them. The major concern 
should not be to have the different sections represented in 
the sense of a representative sample as employed in the 
probability theory. Rather, the aim should be to have a 
balanced group in terms of peoples' backgrounds. 
The principal should use his/her leadership role and 
personal judgment to determine the size of the group. Such 
factors like the size, type, and the academic and social 
reputation of the school as well as the size and type of 
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community served by the school should be taken into 
consideration. Both the principal and the assistant 
principal should be members of the group with the principal 
as the chairperson. 
Step 2Understand the scheme: 
After the team of decision makers has been formed, the 
next step is to familiarize the group with the scheme. This 
is an important step because in order to use any tool, it is 
desirable that the user knows how to use it. Thus, all the 
members should be given copies of the scheme and time to 
study and understand what is required at each of the twelve 
steps. If there are other similar procedures that have been 
used in the past or are still being used by the principal, 
it would be helpful if the members can study those too and 
compare with the scheme. Concurrently, the people should 
acquaint themselves with the major findings of the research 
on effective schools. One or two meetings may be required 
for the purpose of evaluating and understanding the scheme. 
It is important for decision makers to thoroughly 
understand and agree on what is involved, because if some 
among them have some reservations about the scheme, team 
spirit--upon which school improvement greatly depends--may 
be lost. Make sure that all major differences among decision 
makers are ironed out and that there is a high level of 
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commitment to the purpose of the scheme before taking the 
next step. Attempts to modify the purpose to suit the 
interests of some members of the group which do not relate 
to student learning may result in an improper use of the 
instrument and basing decisions on inappropriate 
information. Again, the purpose of the scheme is to generate 
information about student learning. The information 
collected using the scheme and the decisions made on the 
basis of the information should be about students learning 
what the school is expected to teach them. For example, it 
would be inappropriate to interpret the findings of the 
execise as the only source of data about teacher 
effectiveness. 
Step 3.u. Clarify missions of the school: 
After the decision makers have become acquainted with 
the steps of the scheme, the next thing to be done is to 
clarify the missions of the school. It is an established 
fact that a team performs best when the members share a 
sense of an important mission. The members of the decision¬ 
making group must unequivocally understand the goals the 
school is expected to achieve. Specifically, they must be 
knowledgeable of the intended outcomes in student learning 
as a result of attending the school. 
It is assumed here that principals will have and make 
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available to the members written statements of the missions. 
Teachers too may be in possession of the missions statements 
since the purpose of the missions statements is to guide 
program development and teaching in a school. It is also 
possible that some members beside teachers and the principal 
may be in possession—of the school goals by virtue of their 
involvement in Parent Teacher Organization, Parent Advisory 
Council, or School Committee. 
However, it is the principal's responsibility to ensure 
that every member of the group knows what the missions of 
the school are, understand them well, and that there is 
continued commitment to them. This he/she can achieve by 
stimulating and guiding the discussion of the missions with 
the group as many times as is necessary before moving to the 
next step. 
Step 4Identify the kinds of information desired: 
Once there is assurance that the goals of the school 
are clear to every decision maker, and that each one of them 
regards the goals as important and is committed to having 
them realized, the group then gets into the step of 
identifying the kinds of information desired. The question 
that the group will be answering at this stage is: What 
information must we have in order to identify areas in which 
student achievement needs to be improved? 
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This is not an easy question to answer, especially 
given that school goals are normally stated in very 
ambiguous terms. The goals are stated that way because they 
are intended to give general, as opposed to specific 
directions to program development and teaching. Thus, in 
their original state the missions would be of little help in 
identifying types of information if this is not preceded by 
some activity to specify the intended outcomes. 
In order to answer the question posed, the group will 
first need to operationalize the missions. That is, the 
intended behaviors in the goals will need to be stated in 
terms of observable student behaviors. The group, with the 
wise leadership of the principal, should be able to decide 
how best to carry out the task. The group may brainstorm and 
generate specific objectives for each goal. Or a carefully 
selected method of involving individuals or groups of 
individuals in the community may be devised. For those who 
may want additional ideas about how to conduct this task, a 
process called "Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts" 
illustrated in the Needs Analysis Methodology may be a 
valuable source. 
The number of objectives that would result from this 
operation may be high. Investigating how well each one of 
them is being achieved by the learners may not be possible 
due to a limitation of resources. The best thing for the 
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group to do is to select the more important objectives and 
focus the search for the kinds of information desired on 
those objectives. This search should be aimed at answering 
this question: What information about student achievement do 
we need in order to be able to make decisions about 
priorities for school improvement? 
Step 5.,_ Establish working groups: 
Once the kinds of information desired have been 
identified, the next step is to set up working groups 
comprised of teachers, parents, nonparent community members, 
and where applicable, students. The functions of the working 
groups should be performing the activities described in 
Steps 6 through 10. 
The same strategy of first asking for volunteers and 
then making personal contacts with persuasion as was used in 
putting together the decision-making team, may also be 
applied at this stage. But this strategy should be used only 
with parents, community members, and students. It should be 
mandatory that all school staff are involved in at least one 
group. The school staff should, nevertheless, be allowed to 
choose to work in the groups or information areas in which 
they feel they would contribute the most. 
Again, the number of groups or the number of people in 
the groups will depend on the same factors that determine 
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the size of the decision-making group. These are the size, 
type, and the academic reputation of the school in addition 
to the size and type of the community served by the school. 
Also the number of information areas to be attended to, and 
the kind or level of response from parents and the community 
will affect the size and the number of groups. But in order 
to ensure exchange of constructive ideas in the groups it 
may be necessary to impose that there should be at least two 
people from each section of the school community plus one 
representative of the decision-making group. 
The principals can devise their own ways of grouping 
participants if the way suggested here proves inconvenient 
For instance, in schools where volunteerism and enthusiasm 
to participate among parents and the larger community are 
high there may be too many people in one group. Instead of 
turning some of the people away, the principal may create 
two groups for the larger information areas. The two groups 
may then be asked to concentrate their investigations on 
different grade ranges. Any arrangement for assigning groups 
to areas of investigation is good enough as long as it does 
not abandon the concept of teamwork among people from 
various walks of life n the school community. 
Step 6Define strategies for obtaining information: 
This is the first task to be performed by the working 
173 
groups. Basically, it involves five activities. These are: 
1. specifying the sources and locations of information; 2. 
specifying procedures for obtaining information; 3. 
selecting and developing appropriate instruments and 
techniques for collecting information; 4. specifying how the 
data are going to be analyzed; and 5. specifying how the 
findings are going to be reported. 
In as far as the sources of information are concerned, 
the groups need to make certain that the sources to be used 
are relevant and available. Particular attention should be 
paid to the fact that the relevance or irrelevance of any 
given source of information is not intrinsic, but rather it 
is determined by the relationship of the source and the 
pending decisions. The groups should, therefore, be creative 
in identifying diverse sources. They should not hurriedly 
select the sources to use, because the expedient use of the 
obvious sources while ignoring the less obvious ones which 
may be equally or even more important may deprive the 
endeavor of valuable information. 
Informed decisions need to be made on whether to use 
the entire source or draw a sample. If the circumstances 
permit the use of a sample, then care must be exercised to 
ascertain that the sample adequately represents the 
characteristics of the population. 
When selecting methods of acquiring the information the 
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vital point to keep in mind is that procedures differ in 
many respects, among them the kinds of information they are 
supposed to measure or record. The groups should look for 
the best procedure; the one that will adequately address the 
needed information. There may not be one best procedure. It 
may so happen that in order to collect all the information 
several procedures may be required. It would be in the best 
interest of the group to squarely face that reality by 
exploring other procedures and selecting those that will 
make available as complete information as possible. 
To complete the work at this stage the groups will need 
to select and develop instruments for collecting data. These 
may include achievement and/or diagnostic tests, 
questionnaires, and interview and observation schedules. The 
groups should not resist developing and using whatever 
instruments are demanded by the type of information required 
or the procedures chosen. The decisions about which 
instruments to use should be based on two kinds of 
information: 1. The availability of the resources necessary 
in developing and administering the instuments and in 
interpreting the information to be generated by those 
instruments; 2. The worth of the results to be derived by 
the instruments in light of the necessary resources. The 
importance of resources and the value of the results 
notwithstanding, the two points of major concern should be 
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the validity and reliability of the instruments. These 
considerations will answer the questions: How well does the 
instrument measure or record what we want measured or 
recorded? How consistently does the instrument measure or 
record what it is supposed to measure or record? 
These questions should remind the groups not to hastily 
develop or select and use an instrument the utility of which 
has not been verified. Like the procedure, the best 
instrument is one that provides the required information. 
Hence, before an instrument is put into use it must be pilot 
tested and the results carefully analyzed and interpreted. 
If flaws are discovered in the results, the instrument may 
need to be modified and pilot tested again or discarded. 
This cycle of pilot test, modify, pilot test should continue 
until an instrument is created that gives results which are 
the required information. 
The question of how the data are going to be analyzed 
should be considered simultaneously with selecting the 
procedures and instruments for collecting information. 
Complex statistical data analysis which may require 
computers may be employed. But it is important that the 
results of analysis be put in simple enough terms to be 
understood by an average person. It is very possible that 
the groups can find themselves in situations where they 
cannot make sense of the results obtained simply because the 
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statistical techniques used are beyond their comprehension. 
It should be remembered that information that cannot be used 
because it cannot be interpreted correctly wastes the 
resourses used in collecting it. 
Step Zu. Carry out strategies: 
When the question of strategies for obtaining 
information is finally settled, the groups should then 
implement those strategies. This is a crucial step and it 
needs adequate preparation. First, the data collectors need 
to be identified and instructed in how to go about 
collecting the information. 
Second, the appropriate protocol that should be 
followed when collecting the information needs to be 
identified. This is necessary because some data sources like 
district office files, records, or persons are not routinely 
accessible without prior arrangements. The groups should 
identify the contact persons or channels for obtaining the 
necessary clearance, permission, and release and do so well 
ahead of the actual data collection period or day. Even if 
it is a class within the school that is to be tested or 
observed, the teacher responsible would need to be requested 
or informed in good time so that he/she can make the 
necessary arrangements. 
Another characteristic of a well implemented data 
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collection strategy is consistency. By this, it is meant 
that all aspects of distribution, administration and return 
of instruments should be consistent in all instances in 
order to control data contamination by situational factors. 
If the mailed questionnaire technique is to be used, make 
sure that it is distributed to all sources and returned to 
the group by mail. It would be inappropriate to administer 
the questionnaire by mail to some sources and by interview 
to others. The two modes of administration could influence 
the results to a substantial degree. 
A cautionary note is in order here. A rigid adherence 
to the design can in certain situations adversely affect the 
results when it is obvious from the existing conditions that 
revisions and adjustments must be made. To illustrate, 
supposing an interviewer was to meet with the principal who 
for very serious reasons is not and may not be available for 
a long time. The question is, should the interviewer reject 
the offer to interview the assistant principal instead? 
Probably it would be unwise for the interviewer to reject 
the offer since the unforeseeable development could be taken 
care of by modifying the design and in the interpretation of 
the findings. 
Step 8Identify significant problems: 
The activity that should follow data collection is to 
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use the information in identifying significant problems. 
This cannot be achieved without first analyzing the data. 
The primary goal in data analysis is bring meaning to the 
obtained information in the context of the use for which the 
information was intended. People in the group must use their 
best judgment and all their wits in conceptualizing and 
interpreting the information. They must ensure that the 
results are useful, feasible, and accurrate. 
Here the groups should assess, summarize, and interpret 
information so that performance can be compared with desired 
outcomes. First, the data should be organized in ways which 
facilitate processing and easy accessibility. These can be 
achieved by developing a system of coding, indexing and 
filing the information. Second, the information should be 
evaluated to establish its adequacy relative to the purpose 
it was intended to serve and the strategies that were used 
to collect it. The central questions to be asked at this 
point are such as: 1. Have all the data specified in the 
design been collected, and if not, what information was not 
collected? 2. What information was collected that was not 
planned for in the design? 3. Is the unplanned information 
required? The answers to these questions may require that 
additional information be collected. If this turns out to be 
case, then the group should make plans for collecting the 
data before proceeding to the next activity. 
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Third, is the actual manipulation of the data to 
identify strengths and weaknesses. The groups should 
identify and diagnose met and unmet objectives and inventory 
strengths that can be used to address unmet needs. Thus, the 
groups should seek answers to these questions: 1. Which 
desired outcomes are not being achieved? 2. What factors 
might explain superior and inferior performance? Once the 
unmet outcomes have been identified, a system of detremining 
which of the unmet objectives are more important should be 
devised. For example, the number of students involved, or 
the importance of the competence in one's life may be used 
as criteria for prioritizing the unmet outcomes. Those 
unachieved objectives ranked at the top of the list would 
then be labeled as significant problems while those at the 
bottom of the list would be labeled insignificant. 
Step 9.U. Suggest solutions: 
Once the significant problems have been identified from 
a prioritized list of problems, the groups should now enter 
into the process of compiling a list of alternative 
solutions for each problem. The procedures involved may vary 
in scope and intensity depending on the level of specificity 
of the problems. Since the groups would be dealing with 
problems pertaining to single, relatively narrow and 
specific types of problems like increasing vocabulary 
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acquisition among 5th graders, the search for alternative 
solutions should be proportionally narrower in scope than if 
the problem were increasing achievement. 
In any case, it is important for the group members to 
remember to suggest or obtain as many alternative solutions 
to each problem as possible. This will enable the group to 
have a range of options to consider and some degree of 
assurance that important options were not overlooked. 
Alternative solutions may be identified through a large 
number of strategies. The ones presented here are only some 
of them. The strategies and other useful information are 
discussed in greater detail in Stufflebeam (1985). These 
are: 
1. A search of current practices to gather descriptions 
of strategies for meeting the needs; 
2. A survey of relevant practitioners and others to 
determine how they have addressed or are addressing 
similar problems in their work; 
3. Visits to other schools where programs dealing with 
identical problems can be seen and discussed with 
practitioners; 
4. Consultation with experts to obtain opinions and 
knowledge from experience in fields related to the 
problems; 
Public forums and meetings to solicit group opinions 5. 
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and ideas about the problems; 
6. Brainstorming" sessions in which groups are formed 
to create and list possible solutions; 
7. A request for proposals whereby the groups would 
sufficiently describe their problems and (through 
the appropriate protocol) sponsor a "contest" to 
obtain ideas for solving the problems; and 
8. Advocacy team technique where two or more teams are 
formed to reflect distinctive philosophical and/or 
theoretical positions and construct the strongest 
competing proposals they can for confronting the 
problems. 
The groups need to be imaginative in as far as 
identifying ways of generating lists of alternative 
solutions are concerned. They also need to be able to select 
those strategies which can be applied within the constraints 
under which they would be operating and yet be able to 
produce a good number of alternative solutions. 
Step IQ^ Report significant problems and solutions: 
So far the groups have defined strategies for obtaining 
information, implemented the strategies, identified 
significant problems, and suggested solutions to those 
problems. Their next major task is to report their findings 
to the decision-making group. 
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The groups should be clear about the purposes for 
reporting their findings. These are: 1. To inform the 
decision makers about the problems and possible solutions; 
and 2. To enable the decision makers to use the information 
to make decisions about priorities for school improvement. 
There are three elements about reporting findings which the 
groups must bear in mind. These are: the intended audience; 
the content; and the format of the report. These elements 
require the groups to ask themselves the following 
questions: Why report the information? 2. Who will get the 
information? 3. What information will they need? 4. How will 
they get the information? In addition to these elements, 
groups should also be aware of the time when the reports 
will be most needed and have them delivered by that time. 
For the reports to be able to serve their purpose, they 
should be planned bearing in mind a number of guidelines. 
The most important among them is that the reports should be 
communicative; they should transmit the information they 
intend to pass across and ensure that the same information 
is received. Some of the essential aspects of good 
communication, also discussed at length by Stufflebeam, are 
simplicity, clarity, directness, and confirmation/feedback. 
Simplicity means that the reports should not be overtly 
complex or employ references and language not readily 
understood by the intended audiences. In this case, the 
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groups should consider the composition of the decision¬ 
making group and the backgrounds of the people in the school 
community who will have access to the reports. Care must be 
exercised in selecting the level of the language, use of 
examples, and uncommon expressions in the reports. 
Clarity means that the reports should be prepared and 
delivered without ambiguity. Findings should be clearly and 
simply presented, and where appropriate, alternative 
interpretations should be clearly listed and explained. 
Opinions and other subjective expressions should be clearly 
defined as such. If graphs, charts, and tables should be 
used, make sure that they are clear and concise and that 
they are labeled and supplemented with a brief discussion of 
their meaning. 
Directness means that the reports should directly 
address the purpose for which they are intended. They should 
focus on the major and salient points required for the 
decision-making group to receive and understand the intended 
communication. 
Confirmation/feedback stems from the fact that often 
times messages received are quite different from messages 
sent or intended to be sent. In preparing the reports, the 
working groups need to remember that the decision makers 
need to confirm or have feedback on their perceptions and 
understanding. Provision should therefore be made for the 
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decision makers to check their understanding and 
interpretation of the reports. It might be necessary to find 
out how the decision-making group wants the reports 
delivered. If the reports are to be presented orally, then 
the provision for questions and discussion can take care of 
these needs. Should the reports be in written form, then 
some ways in which the confirmation/feedback need is going 
to be fulfilled must be found. A good preview and summary of 
each report may help alleviate the problem. 
Step 11Select solutions: 
Various solutions for resolving the significant 
problems have thus far been reported to the decision-making 
group. It is now up to the decision makers to select the 
solutions to be implemented from the lists constructed by 
working groups. 
There are a few inevitable things which the decision 
makers should do at this stage. First they need to identify 
and clarify criteria for assessing and selecting the 
solutions. This should be preceded by identifying the 
sources of the criteria they are going to use. Researching 
the history of, and knowledge derived from, earlier attempts 
to address problems of the type may be a good starting 
point. Also a thorough understanding of the current state- 
of-the-art and science regarding those types of problems 
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would be a highly commendable undertaking. 
Furthermore, the problem identification data themselves 
should be consulted for leads in acquiring knowledge about 
the broad categories of sources within which criteria should 
be developed and applied. Among these categories are 
feasibility, validity, marketability, political and social 
viability, legality, and compatibility. 
Feasibility will illuminate issues of financial 
demands, time demands on the part of participants, material 
and equipment, space and facility, and any other condition 
that may be imposed by each solution. Validity refers to the 
projected potency of the solution; how ably can the solution 
resolve the problem. Marketability is concerned about the 
attractiveness of the solution to the consumers: students, 
teachers, parents, and the rest of the school community. 
Political and social viability include considerations of 
political, social, or traditional factors impinging on the 
solution. The legality of the solution will require the 
decision makers to determine the local, state, and federal 
laws and guidelines that the solution under consideration 
contradicts or supports. Compatibility will involve 
identifying other programs, curricula, or conditions with 
which the new program must coexist and the demands or limits 
for coexistence. 
From such broad categories would emerge a set of 
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criteria to be used as the basis for prioritizing solutions. 
The result of rating the solutions against the criteria 
should be the elimination of solutions which violet 
particularly crucial criteria. Hence, the criteria must be 
evaluated so that only the crucial ones are used in the 
selection of solutions. 
Here are examples of criteria which decision makers may 
consider crucial: 
1. Resource needs in terms of funds, staff, facility, 
equipment, material, and other requirements of the 
solution. 
2. Preconditions such as administrative, cooperative, 
political, legal, social or other arrangements 
necessary for the program to be installed. 
3. Activities, processes, interactions, and functions 
required by the solution. For example, training, 
instruction, development, counseling, and roles to be 
played in each by students, teachers, teachers, 
administrators, parents, and community. 
4. Intended outcomes or educational benefits of the 
program for the students, teachers, parents, and 
communi t y. 
5. Side effects or the unintended benefits or deficits 
which might result from the program. 
6. Displacement/opportunity effect or what might need 
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to be curtailed, abandoned, or foregone if the program 
were implemented. 
For each of the selected criteria, appropriate 
individuals or groups of individuals should be called upon 
to provide the necessary information. The school principal 
may be requested to provide information on financial and/or 
staffing requirements. The school committee my be asked to 
report on the legal and political implications. Parents, 
teachers, students, and community members may be surveyed on 
matters of educational benefits and side effects. 
When all the essential information regarding the 
criteria has been assembled, the solutions are then rated on 
the basis of their relationship to the criteria. The 
solutions to be selected should be the ones that are rated 
most highly on most of the criteria. 
Step 12._ Develop plans for implementation 
The tasks for identifying priorities for school 
improvement end at step 11. This step was included in the 
scheme for two reasons: 1. to amplify the limits of the 
scheme (from the establishment of a decision-making group to 
the selection of solutions); and 2. to give direction to the 
users for the next set of steps required in order to 
complete the school improvement efforts. Schools may wish to 
schemes of which this would be the first develop their own 
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step up to the point where they would be concerned about the 
successes and failures of the selected solutions. 
Alternatively, they may wish to look elsewhere for existing 
procedures which may be of use to them. 
Summary 
This chapter has presented, analyzed, and interpreted 
three types of data: 1. Priorities for school improvement 
obtained from ten public elementary and secondary school 
principals; 2. The procedures which the principals used to 
decide priorities; 3. Steps of a conceptual scheme for 
generating information about student learning useful to 
people at the school level in deciding priorities for school 
improvement. 
The analysis of the priorities was guided by six 
research questions. The results of the analysis according to 
the research questions showed that: 1. In general the 
principals did not state their priorities in terms of 
student learning: 2. The priorities were generally stated as 
schoolwide goals: 3. The intended behaviors in the 
priorities stated in terms of student learning did not 
specify the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor 
competencies of concern; 4. Some priorities were in the 
conventional curriculum content areas; 5. Some priorities 
were related to the goals of schooling in the United States; 
6. Patterns of similarities and differences were observed 
among the priorities. 
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The data about the procedures used by the principals 
did not bring to light the sequence of activities that led 
to selecting priorities for school improvement. Although the 
most of the principals reported involving teachers when 
determining priorities, the role of teachers basically was 
that of providing principals with information to use in 
deciding priorities. The principals also reported involving 
various people in their school communities. But, like 
teachers, their role was that of data source. The data also 
revealed that there were no clear connections between data 
collection, data analysis, and decision making in the 
procedures described. 
Finally, a twelve-step conceptual scheme for use at 
school level to decide priorities for school improvement was 
proposed. Information obtained from a group of educators 
with experience in methodology development and/or curriculum 
design was used to complete the development of a conceptual 
scheme begun in Chapter III. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 
This concluding chapter summarizes the details of the 
study presented in the preceding chapters in order to 
accomplish two purposes. First, to reiterate the problem, 
purpose, methodology, and the findings of the investigation. 
Second, to make recommendations in regard to the preparation 
of principals and in regard to directions for further 
research. 
Summary of the Study 
This study was concerned about public school 
principals' perceptions of priorities for school 
improvement. The study was also concerned about the ways in 
which the priorities are decided in the schools. 
The purpose of the study was threefold. First, to 
analyze statements of priorities for school improvement 
obtained from principals of selected public elementary and 
secondary schools in order to determine their 
characteristics and their substance. Second, to identify the 
ways in which priorities for school improvement are decided 
in the schools. Third, to propose a conceptual scheme for 
deciding priorities for school improvement. The specific 
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research objectives of the study were: 
1. To describe statements of priorities for school 
improvement obtained from selected public elementary 
and secondary school principals. 
2. To identify how priorities for school improvement in 
the schools are decided. 
3. To advance a conceptual scheme for identifying 
priorities for school improvement. 
There were six research questions related to the first 
objective. These questions are: 
1.1. To what extent are the principals’ priorities 
expressed in terms of student learning? 
1.2. To what extent are the principals' priorities 
for school improvement intended to benefit 
defined groups of learners? 
1. 3. Can the priorities stated in terms of student 
learning be identified with the various 
levels of learning of the cognitive, affective, 
and psychomotor domains? 
1.4. What is the match between the principals' 
perceptions of priorities for school 
improvement and the conventional curriculum 
content areas? 
1.5. What is the match between the principals' 
priorities for school improvement and the goals 
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for schooling in the United States? 
1.6. What are the various patterns of similarities 
and differences among the priorities? 
The accomplishment of the second objective was guided 
by two related research questions. These questions are: 
2.1. What are the processes used to decide 
priorities for school improvement? 
2. 2. To what extent are the school staff involved in 
determining priorities for school improvement? 
The third objective was achieved by applying six of the 
eight steps of Hutchinson's Metamethodology. These steps 
are: 
1. Prepare to use Metamethodology. 
2. Choose a problem area. 
3. Choose a purpose for the methodology. 
4. Test the purpose for acceptability including a 
considerartion of its desirability, definability and 
practicability. 
5. Analyze the implications of the purpose. 
6. Operationalize the purpose. 
Data for objectives 1 and 2 were provided by the 
principals of the Western Massachusetts public schools which 
participated in the Coalition for School Improvement. Five 
of the principals were elementary, three were mixed, and two 
were secondary school principals. The distribution of the 
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principals according to the communities served by their 
schools was six rural, three urban, and one suburban. 
Both types of data were collected by the interview 
method. The statements of priorities for school improvement 
were collected by the researcher. The principals either 
dictated the priorities to the researcher, or wrote the 
priorities on the record form themselves, or gave the 
researcher copies of written documents in which their 
priorities were stated. A questionnaire developed by the 
researcher directed the interviews in which descriptions of 
the procedures used in the schools to identify priorities 
for school improvement were collected. The interviews were 
conducted either by the researcher and an assistant or by 
two assistants. In each interview session the two 
interviewers independently recorded the responses of the 
principal in the spaces provided for each item in the 
q ues tionnaire. 
The content analysis technique was used to determine 
the characteristics and the substance of the priorities and 
the nature of procedures used in determining priorities for 
school improvement. This resulted in the identification of 
categories of priorities, people involved in the priority 
setting procedures and the roles they played. The results of 
the analyses were presented in frequency distribution 
tables. The interpretation of the results was based on the 
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frequencies of the categories created. 
Data for objective 3 were obtained from three sources: 
1. the review of relevant literature; 2. Eleven University 
of Massachusetts School of Education advanced graduate 
students and alumni with experience in methodology 
development and/or in curriculum designs; and 3. the 
principals in the study. The data were in form of the steps 
of the envisaged scheme. The initial set of steps of the 
scheme was generated by following the steps of 
Metamethodology and by considering the views expressed in 
the relevant literature. The scheme was developed further by 
comparing its steps with the ones the advanced students and 
alumni with experience in methodology development and/or in 
curriculum designs observed in the purpose of the scheme. 
The information from the principals which was considered in 
the construction of the scheme was contained in their 
responses to item 5 in the procedures questionnaire. 
Maj_or Findings of the study 
The major findings of the study are presented according 
to the questions the investigation was designed to answer. 
Obiec t i ve l._0 
To describe statements of firiorlties for school imfirovement 
obtained from selected fiublic elementary and secondary 
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school Erincigals. 
Research guestion 1,_1 
To what extent are the principals' priorities expressed 
in terms of student learning? 
Maj.gr findings 
A frequency count of the priorities expressed in terms 
of student learning revealed that 6 or 3.2 percent of the 
priorities were expressed in terms of student learning. One 
hundred and eighty-four or 96.8 percent of the priorities 
were stated in terms other than student learning. The 6 
priorities were reported by three principals. Two were 
elementary and one was a mixed school principal. Hence, 
seven principals had all their priorities focused on aspects 
other than student learning. 
Research guestion l._2 
To what extent are the principals' priorities for 
school improvement intended to benefit defined groups of 
learners? 
Maj.gr findings 
Generally the priorities addressed school wide needs; 
they did not identify particular groups of students who were 
to benefit from the programs. Thirty or roughly 16 percent 
of the priorities were intended to benefit defined groups of 
learners. The priorities were reported by six principals. 
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This means that four principals had all their priorities 
addressing schoolwide programs. These groups were comprised 
of students at certain grade levels, students who were 
noncollege-bound, students who were gifted and talented, and 
children from disadvantaged homes. Improvement programs for 
defined groups of learners were more often directed at grade 
levels than at the other groups of students. When needy 
students were defined in terms other than grade levels, the 
priorities focused more on the the gifted and talented 
students than on the noneol1ege-bound students or children 
from disadvantaged homes. 
Research guest ion 1^3. 
Can the priorities stated in terms of student learning 
be identified with the various levels of learning of the 
cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains? 
Maior findings 
Three of the six priorities which were stated in terms 
of student learning belonged in the cognitive domain and the 
other 3 belonged in the affective domain. There were no 
priorities which belonged in the psychomotor domain. In 
addition, none of the priorities could be identified with 
the levels of learning of these domains owing to the fact 
that the priorities did not specify the intended behaviors 
In other words, the priorities were not in observable terms. 
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at the instructional level of specificity, instead the 
priorities were at the more general curriculum-guideline 
level. 
Research guest ion 1 ,_4 
Hhat is the match between the principals' perceptions 
of priorities for school improvement and the conventional 
curriculum content areas? 
Maior findings 
Forty-nine or nearly 27 percent of the priorities 
addressed 11 conventional curriculum content areas. Three 
principals did not cite any curriculum area in their 
priorities. The curriculum areas which were mentioned are: 
basic skills; mathematics; computers; science; social 
studies; English; art; foreign languages; music; vocational 
education; and physical education. Basic skills, 
mathematics, and computers were the most popular among the 
principals. They were each mentioned by four principals. 
Foreign languages, music, vocational education, and physical 
education were the least popular. They were each mentioned 
by one principal. Science, social studies, English, and art 
were in the middle ranks, cited by three or two principals. 
Research guestion 
Hhat is the match between the principals’ priorities 
for school improvement and the goals for schooling in the 
United States? 
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Maior findings 
The priorities were matched with Goodlad' s 
classification of goals for schooling in the United States. 
The classification consists of the following categories: 
Academic Goals, Vocational Goals, Social, Civic, and 
Cultural Goals, and Personal Goals. Eighty-one or nearly 42 
percent of the priorities corresponded with the four goal 
categories. The most emphasized category was the Academic 
Goals which was addressed by 60 or approximately 32 percent 
of the priorities. The Social, Civic, and Cultural Goals 
category was the next most emphasized. Personal Goals were 
in third place and vocational were in the last place. All 
but two principals reported priorities which matched with at 
least one of the four goal categories. 
Research auestion 1^6 
What are the various patterns of similarities and 
differences among the priorities? 
Maior findings 
Priorities obtained from mixed, secondary, rural, and 
urban school principals were similar in that they emphasized 
school and tended to disregard parents. Priorities obtained 
from both rural and urban elementary school principals paid 
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more attention to curriculum and tended to ignore students, 
far as the goals for schooling in the United States 
concerned, priorities obtained from elementary, mixed, 
and rural school principals placed more emphasis on academic 
goals, while secondary and urban school principals were more 
inclined toward social, civic, and cultural goals. 
The analysis of the priorities with respect to patterns 
of similarities and differences regarding levels of learning 
of the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains 
revealed that none of the six priorities expressed in terms 
of student learning addressed the psychomotor domain and 
none of the priorities could be associated with a particular 
level of learning of the domains. However, the two 
priorities reported by elementary school principals belonged 
in the cognitive domain. On the other hand, three of the 
four student learning-oriented priorities reported by one 
mixed school principal belonged in the affective domain. 
Marked differences were observed between priorities 
obtained from principals of different types of schools with 
reference to the extent to which they focused on defined 
groups of learners. Elementary schools principals were more 
concerned about gifted and talented students, mixed school 
principals were more concerned about grade groups, and 
secondary school principals were more concerned about 
noncollege-bound students. No similarities were observed 
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between principals of schools serving different types of 
communities either. Rural principals placed more emphasis on 
learners at various grade levels while urban principals 
tended to identify needy students in terms other than grade 
levels. It was, however, observed that urban principals' 
priorities were more similar to those of secondary 
principals, while rural principals' priorities were more 
like those of elementary principals. 
Qfeiective 2^0 
To identify how priorities for school improvement in the 
schools are decided. 
Research guest ion 2 
What are the procedures used to decide priorities for 
school improvement? 
Maj_or findings 
Priorities for school improvement were generally 
decided by the principals based on their personal 
perceptions of the needs of the students in their schools. 
Although the principals reported collecting data from 
various sources for use in decision making this study has 
found little indication in the data suggesting that the 
information was collected, processed, and used in decision 
making in a well planned manner. In some instances 
superintendents and school committees made decisions 
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together with the principal or acting independent of the 
principal and independent of each other. Teachers were 
generally not involved in the actual selection of areas of 
school performance to be improved. 
Research guest ion 2.2 
To what extent are teachers involved in determining 
priorities for school improvement? 
Maj.gr findings 
Apart from the principals, teachers were the most 
involved group in the school communities in determining 
priorities for school improvement. Teachers were reported to 
be involved in all the roles, namely data source, decision 
making, collecting data, designing instruments for 
collecting data, and processing the information collected. 
However, their major role was that of data source. Seven 
principals collected information for deciding priorities 
from their teachers. And yet, teachers were involved in each 
of the the other roles by one principal. 
The information that the principals collected from 
teachers was in form perceptions of needs for improvement in 
the schools. Different methods were used to collect the 
information. Some principals used the faculty meetings by 
including issues pertaining to priorities for school 
improvement on the agenda. Some used self-made 
questionnaires, inventories, or rating scales in which the 
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teachers were requested to make their own suggestions, check 
the principal’s observations with which they agreed, or rate 
the possible priorities suggested by the principal. One 
principal reported that he/she did not formally ask his/her 
teachers to suggested priorities for school improvement. 
Instead, the principal unobtrusively obtained information 
from the staff. 
Objective 3.-_Q 
To advance a conceptual scheme for identifying pripriti.es 
for school improvement. 
A twelve-step conceptual scheme which could be used by 
people at the school level to generate information about 
student learning useful in deciding priorities for school 
improvement was developed. The steps of the scheme, which 
were discussed in detail in Chapter IV, are: 
1. Establish a decision-making group. 
2. Understand the scheme. 
3. Clarify missions of the school. 
4. Identify the kinds of information desired. 
5. Establish working groups. 
6. Define strategies for obtaining information. 
7. Carry out strategies. 
8. Identify significant problems. 
9. Suggest solutions. 
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10. Report significant problems and solutions. 
11. Select solutions. 
12. Develop plans for implementation. 
I[DE!ic at ions 
In this section of the chapter two broad types of 
implications which emerge from the study are presented. 
These are implications for the preparation of principals and 
implications for further research. Before the specific 
recommendations are addressed, it is vital to recapitulate 
the problems addressed by and the findings of the present 
study. 
The study was concerned about public school principals' 
perceptions of priorities for school improvement and how the 
priorities are determined. The data produced by this 
research showed that the priorities were generally not 
stated in ways that clearly articulate areas in need of 
increased student learning. Further, the principals’ 
descriptions of the procedures they used to decide 
priorities do not clearly indicate that priorities are 
systematically and democratically decided on the basis of 
relevant information. 
Implications for the Preparation of Principals 
One implication for the preparation of principals which 
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emerges from this study relates to competences required in 
building agenda for school improvement. Some of the elements 
of the agenda are the steps of the conceptual scheme 
proposed in the present study. The other elements are 
comprised of skills demanded by program implementation and 
evaluation activities. 
Specifically, the principals need to acquire or sharpen 
their skills in identifying and articulating significant 
problems which if alleviated would result in schoolwide 
increased student learning. School improvement is a problem 
solving process and problems are easier to solve if they are 
clearly identified and defined. This study shows that the 
priorities reported by the principals did not clearly 
identify the problem to be solved. The priorities were 
descriptions of the means rather than the ends of the school 
improvement efforts. 
Another implication for the preparation of principals 
relates to skills in human relations or the ability to 
secure and recognize working consensus. The principals will 
need to develop or improve their skills in creating and 
supporting the kind of school climate, atmosphere, or 
culture that stimulates, encourages, and supports school 
improvement through the concerted efforts of teachers, 
parents, students, and community members. 
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L!DEl.lQ.ations for Further Research 
Three types of implications for further research emerge 
from the study. These are: 1. Implications for changes in 
the design of the present study; 2. Implications for 
research that would expand the findings of the present 
study; 3. Implications for additional research. 
1 • LmElications for Changes in the Design of the 
Present Study 
First, the method for collecting descriptions of the 
procedures used by principals to decide priorities for 
school improvement would be modified. The interviewers 
involved in the collecting information reported experiencing 
difficulties with taking notes while listening to the 
respondents. It is possible that a substantial amount of 
information was either not recorded or was inaccurately 
recorded. Tape recorders would therefore be used to record 
the proceedings of the discussions in order to reduce loss 
or misrepresentation of information. Furthermore, this 
measure would enable the interviewers to concentrate on 
listening and guiding the discussions in the direction of 
required information. 
Second, one more step would be added to the method of 
collecting data about priorities for school improvement. 
This would immediately follow the breaking down of multiple 
intent statements into their component parts. That is, the 
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single intent priorities derived from multiple intent 
statements would be presented to and discussed with the 
appropriate principals. The purpose would be to have them 
verify whether the priorities truly represent the views 
expressed in their statements. 
Third, one more data source would be added in the 
development of the scheme. The scheme in its present form 
would be presented to a balanced group of principals who 
practice participatory decision making in their schools and 
principals who do not practice participatory decision making 
in their schools. Their task would be to identify gaps 
and/or unnecessary steps and suggest ways in which the 
scheme could be improved. The views of these principals 
would then be used to further develop the scheme. 
2. Implications for Research that would Expand the 
EiQdi.ngs of the Present Study 
Two specific recommendations for further research are 
made. First, it is recommended that the present study be 
replicated using a larger and more representative sample of 
principals and carefully planned statistical analysis to 
test if the findings could be generalized to all public 
school principals. The study should also investigate 
whether significant similarities and differences exist 
between priorities of principals of different types of 
schools and between priorities of principals of schools 
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serving different types of communities. 
Second, It is recommended that the scheme be tested in 
the field to determine whether the steps suggested can be 
followed in real life situations. The investigation should 
address the following questions: 1. Can the steps be applied 
in the order they are presented in the scheme? 2. Hhat steps 
need to be moved to other places? 3. Hhat steps need to be 
added or removed from the scheme? 4. Does the scheme enable 
the users to agree on important priorities for school 
improvement? 5. Hhat are the actual activities that take 
place at each step? 6. Do the users prefer to have detailed 
descriptions of wha tasks are required at each stepof the 
proposed scheme? 
3. Implications for Additional Research 
This study as well as other studies show that typically 
principals do not involve people in their school communities 
when deciding priorities for school improvement. This 
revelation causes one to suspect contradictions between the 
views of the principals and what the other people associated 
with the school consider important directions for school 
improvement. Therefore, it is recommended that research be 
conducted to determine the extent to which principals' 
perceptions of school improvement are representative of the 
observations of the various people in the school 
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communities. 
A study pertaining to criteria for selecting principals 
is also recommended. This should investigate the skills and 
leadership qualities which school districts look for when 
considering people for the position of school principal. In 
addition the study should seek to establish whether there is 
a relationship between the criteria for selecting 
principals, programs for preparing principals offered in 
institutions of higher learning, and the actual 
responsibilities which the principals perform in their 
schools. 
This study discovered differences between the 
procedures the principals used to decide priorities and how 
they planned to do so in future. In describing the planned 
procedures, a few principals mentioned two activities which 
were not included in their current plans. In addition, some 
of the principals planned to redistribute the roles among 
the people in their school communities. The major change was 
observed in the decision making role which instead of being 
a restricted prerogative of the principal, would be shared 
with o delegated to teachers and the other people in the 
school community. There i208 likelihood that these 
differences were due to the influences of the coalition. 
A follow-up study is recommended to investigate changes 
in the substantive nature of the priorities of the 
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principals and the procedures they use to decide priorities. 
The study should be part of an exercise to evaluate the 
impact of the Coalition for School Improvement on the 
principals. The design of the study should use the findings 
of the present study as baseline data, the Coalition for 
School Improvement as the intervention, and the findings of 
the recommended study as the post treatment data. The 
changes should be interpreted as the difference between the 
findings of the present study and the findings of the 
recommended study. 
Closure 
This study attempted to analyze ten public elementary 
and secondary school principals' statements of priorities 
for school improvement and the procedures they used to 
identify the priorities. The data suggest that the 
principals did not perceive school improvement in terms of 
student achievement. The few priorities which were expressed 
in terms of student achievement failed to articulate the 
kinds of student behaviors which were of concern. The data 
about the procedures indicate that priorities were decided 
by the principals. Even though teachers and the other people 
in the school community were involved, their role was 
basically that of supplying the principals with information 
to use in making decisions. Further, the data show that the 
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different activities and responsibilities assigned to 
various people were not coordinated so as to produce a 
systematic procedure for deciding priorities. 
While the suggestion to confront problems preventing 
the creation of more effective public schools through 
school-based improvement programs has been widely accepted, 
care is advised not to take the capabilities of school 
communities to successfully implement the strategy for 
granted. The success of the approach will depend on the 
compatibility of its requirements with the conditions extant 
in the schools. For example, factors such as cooperation, 
commitment, and trust among the participants will 
significantly affect the success or failure of school-based 
programs. 
The leadership of the principal is central to the 
realization of school effectiveness. Of particular 
importance are the principals’ skills in coordinating the 
efforts of the people involved in the decision-making 
process and in articulating directions for school 
improvement. Research shows that effective principals differ 
from typical principals partly because effective principals 
have clearer visions of the missions of their schools than 
do typical principals. Furthermore, unlike typical 
principals, effective principals believe that school 
effectiveness is best measured in terms of student 
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achievement of the school goals. 
This study reveals that generally the priorities 
reported by the principals did not explicitly express 
concern about student achievement and did not adequately 
describe the competencies that were to be developed or 
achieved by the learners. If the primary functions of school 
are teaching and ensuring that students are learning what 
they are expected to learn, is it not a matter of necessity 
that priorities for school improvement focus attention on 
student learning? Furthermore, if the purpose for school 
improvement is to alleviate problems which beset student 
achievement, is it not proper that the problems be 
identified, analyzed, and defined in ways which facilitate 
designing and implementing relevant improvement programs? 
These are some of the issues which public school 
principals should seek to address in their efforts to 
increase the effectiveness of their schools. Failure to do 
so will most likely result in school-based improvement 
programs that will not solve most of the serious problems 
impeding successful learning for all students. 
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Coalition For School Improvement 
Application for Membership 
Instructions for Completing the Application 
Ue knou your time is valuable. Ue have tried to create a 
questionnaire that includes the information ue need and can 
be eas 11y comp 1et ed. 
Ten schools in western Massachusetts uill be chosen for 
participation in the Coalition. The selection committee 
uill be looking for schools that are ready to join the 
talents and resources of public schools and the University 
in a cooperative and constructive partnership. The ten 
schools in the Coalition uill have different demographic 
characteristics so that they form a laboratory representing 
various types of shools throughout uestern Massachusetts and 
possibly across the Commonuea1th. 
The attached questionnaire seeks information about the 
school, the staff, and the community. Please respond to all 
items as adequately and as precisely as possible. If you 
need additional space use the back of the page. If you have 
additional information not included in the application form 
please feel free to attach a short note explaining such 
information. 
Return the completed form no later than 15 March 1985 to: 
Coalition For School Improvement 
Center For Curriculum Studies 
Hills House North 
School of Education 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 01003 
Ue uill send information about the decisions of the 
selection committee to all applicants by 1 April 1985. 
Although present funding limits us to ten schools, 
additional applicants uill be invited to become affiliates 
uho attend the major staff development seminars. 
Thank you for your time. 
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Coalition For School Improvement 
Application for Membership 
INFORMATION ABOUT THE SCHOOL 
1. Name of the school _ 
Address  
Telephone _ 
2. Grades included in the school _ 
3. Total student enrollment _ 
4. Distribution of students by grade: 
grade enrollment # of classrooms 
5. Briefly describe the student and teacher ethnic groups in the school. 
6. Briefly describe the historical grouth of the 
(a) school. _ 
(b) communit y. - 
7. Uhat are the grouth prospects of the school? - 
8. Uhat does the school expect to benefit from participating 
in the Coal it i n?- 
22 7 
9. Uhat does the school expect to contribute to the Coalition that 
would benefit the other member schools? _ 
INFORMATION ABOUT STAFF 
10. Total number of teachers in the school _ 
13. Distribution of teachers by years of employment in the school 
years of employment # of teachers 
0-3 _ 
4-6  
7-10 _ 
more than 10  
12. Uhat three adjectives best describe the working relationship 
(a) between the school administration and the teaching staff. 
(b) between the school and the district administration. 
(c) among the teachers. 
13* Uhat proportion of the staff is likely to be involved in 
Coalition activities'7- 
14. Uhat proportion of the staff has experience in working on a team 
to improve the school’s effectiveness? - 
INFORMATION ABOUT THE COMMUNITY 
15. Uhat type of community does the school serve7 
urban < _ suburban — rural 
16. Describe important characteristics of the community which indicate 
tr.at it has the potential for supporting the school’s participation 
in the Coalition. - 
228 
PI ease 
within 
this a 
Signed 
School 
Date _ 
provide the names, addresses and telephone numbers of two people 
the community served by the school whom we may contact regarding 
pp1ication . 
name - name_ 
address  address  
telephone telephone 
- Signed _ 
(Principal) (Superintendent) 
 District  
- Date  
UE STRONGLY BELIEVE THAT THE COALITION DILL SERVE 
AS A POSITIVE AND EFFECTIVE MEANS FOR ASSISTING 
PROFESSIONAL EDUCATORS TO SOLVE PERSISTENT PROBLEMS 
THAT OUR SCHOOLS MUST FACE IN CONTEMPORARY SOCIETY. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR INTEREST IN PARTICIPATING IN 
THE COALITION FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT. 
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DATE 
NAME 
OFFICE 
ADDRESS 
PLACE 
Dear SALUTATION: 
SCHOOL has made application to join the Coalition For School 
Improvement. SUPERINTENDENT gave us your name as someone uho 
knows about the school and the community. 
The Coalition For School Improvement is a partnership between the 
University of Massachusetts and western Massachusetts public 
schools for the purpose of changing educational conditions that 
hinder effective learning. A statement about the Coalition is 
attached for your information. 
Because you are acquainted with the school and its personnel, 
please comment on its probable contribution to the work of the 
Coalition. Specifically: 
- Does the school have a reputation for continuing efforts to 
improve its effectiveness? 
- Does the staff have a reputation for working well together? 
- Does the principal strive to be a constructive leader of the 
staff? 
- Is the school highly regarded by parents in the community? 
- Uhat contribution would the school be likely to make to the 
work of the Coalition? 
Ue would appreciate hearing from you by March 15, 1985 so that 
your comments can be considered by the Selection Committee. 
Thank you for your time and contribution to this effort to 
increase learning for children and youth in western 
Massachusetts. 
Sincerely, 
Robert L. 
Professor 
Director, 
Sinclair 
of Education and 
Coalition For School Improvement 
Anne Harrison 
Associate Director, Coalition For School Improvement 
230 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
^7%? ///&// i/wrf/f 6^r/fflaAAarrfute>//A 
l/n/ve*U(y ft6i<LLarJ?</±s//A 
S$m&*U owos 
MEMORANDUM 
TO: Robert L Sinclair. Director, Coalition For School 
I mp r o ve me n t 
Anne Harrison, Associate Director, Coalition For School 
I mp r o ve me n t 
FROM Ralph W Tyler, Chairperson, :'<’lecti nn Committee 
SUBJECT Selection Committee Report 
DATE 28 March 1985 
The Selection Committee met on March 19, 1985 to select the 
schools that will be the initial participants in the Coalition 
One member was ill, all others were present. The Director and 
Associate Director explained the purposes arid principles of the 
Coalition as planned. Earlier studies have shown that the 
principals, teachers, students and parents in the local school 
are the chief actors in planning, developing and carrying out. a 
effective program of educational improvement Hence, this 
project is designed to help those at the local level who are 
to improve the learning of students in their school 
does not prescribe the program but will help the persons 
school identify an area on which they will work and help 
obtain and use effectively the resources needed to bring 
about improvement, 
good but there are 
work. 
s e e ki ng 
project 
in each 
them to 
The 
t c 
It is assumed that the schools are generally 
respects in which each school can improve its 
The Coalition will provide opportunities for communication amont 
the schools so that they can learn from each other and will make 
university staff available to help in collecting data, 
identifying problems, obtaining useful publications, and 
acquiring the skills that may be needed. 
The criteria that have been proposed to guide the selection of 
sc hools are: 
1. Readiness of the school staff members to work constructively 
together 
2. Evidence that the school could benefit from working on the 
project. 
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3- Evidence oT positive community attitude toward the project 
** • The group of schools selected should include variety in their 
demographic characteristics. 
After discussion of this explanation, the applications from the 
schools together with other relevant available information were 
distributed and each committee read every application. When the 
reading was completed, the members discussed their impressions 
and raised questions about matters that seemed unclear to anyone 
Then, the Chairperson asked each Committee member to make a list 
of the ten schools that he or she judged to be most desirable for 
initial participation. All five members included Morningside, 
Mt Everett, and Memorial schools in this preferred list Alter 
further discussion, Smith Academy, North High School, Shutesbury 
Elementary School, Gill Elementary School, Bondsville, Daniel 3 
Brunton in Springfield and Powdei Mill Middle School were added 
to the preferred list 
The details of the proposed Developmental School have not yet 
been worked out but the idea presented in the application 
appeared to be innnovative and sound The Committee recommended 
that this school be included as a special type in the initial 
Coalition. 
Since all 23 applications seemed worthy of choice, the Committee 
endorsed the policj of inviting the applicants not chosen to 
become affiliate members by participating in seminars, renewing 
publications, and so forth. 
In discussing their judgements, the Committee members mentioned 
the following criteria that they used: 
Evidence of need, interest, commitment, sense of how school fits 
in the context of the community, purpose of the school s 
participation, what school and university could do together, high 
percentage of staff involvement, supportive community 
environment, evidence of strong leadership, r#?din,“ 
potential for improvement, variety of demographic characteristics 
and areas on which to work, evidence that the school coul 
contribute to the University School of Education. 
The members of the Committee found this esero.se ■"Struct... and 
interesting He express to you our appreciation for you 
assistance*.n the task „e undertook and thanks for your 
hospitality. 
Respectively submitted: 
Ralph W. Tyler, Chairperson 
RWT. jak 
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priorities for school improvement for the 
1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR 
Code No. 
Name of Principal 
Name of School 
I I 
I 
I 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. ; 
I 
I 
I 
io. ; 
i 
I i 
i 
i 
i 
Priorities ! 
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11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
Written documents produced/provided to support 
a. Priorities _ 
b. Procedures 
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PROCEDURES FOR IDENTIFYING PRIORITIES 
FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 
Code No. 
Name of Principal 
Name of School 
1. Has your teaching staff participated in deciding 
priorities for furthering the effectiveness of your 
school? 
Yes_ No 
What other people, if any, have been involved in 
deciding priorities for your school? 
3. Is there a systematic way of deciding priorities that 
you have used in your school over the past few years? 
Yes No 
y?i! S°ne about setting priorities for your 
school in the past? 
How do you plan to go about identifying priorities for 
your school? 
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priority identification conceptual schehe 
pri ori t i es 'f or 1^?*^ °f “ata collecti°n for a research on 
conceptua?'3cllemef„h?chP“rPJdT°fa"^h“"U^e‘Sa‘° Pr°P°8e a 
V.XVIAZ 1 a f - tp v iorities for school improvement. 
INFORMATION ^ P“rPOSe °f the scheme: TO GENERATE 
irucm ^22, STUDENT LEARNING USEFUL TO PEOPLE AT THE 
»hai°H LEVEL IN AIDING PRIORITIES FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 
what do you see as the implications of the scheme?’ 
Name of informant 
Implications of the scheme: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 

